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PREFACE 


BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


In Dr. Dickson’s General Preface to the English Translation of Meyer’s 
Commentary on the New Testament, which is placed at the beginning 
of the volumes on the Epistle to the Romans, the following sentences 
descriptive of its character are found. ‘‘ In estimating the character and 
value of Dr. Meyer’s work, it is essential that we should always bear in 
mind the precise standpoint from which it is written. That is simply 
and solely the standpoint of the exegete, who endeavours in the exercise 
of his own independent judgment to arrive, by the use of the proper 
means, at the historical sense of Scripture. TIlis object is not to seek 
support for the doctrines, nor does he bind himself or regulate his 
operations by the definitions or decisions, of any particular church. 
On the contrary, he reaches his results by a purely exegetical process, 
and places them, when so found, at the disposal of the Church.’’ In 
other words, his Commentary is what an exegetical commentary ought 
to be. For this reason, the introduction of this work, a few years since, 
to the knowledge of English and American students of the New Testa- 
ment who had no acquaintance with the language in which it was origi- 
nally written, was an event of much significance in the progress of Bibli- 
cal learning. In our own country, by reason of the peculiar circum- 
stances of our history, the study of Theology began, and for a long 
period was carried forward, almost wholly on the doctrinal and philo- 


_ sophical side. A few scholars, indeed, like Moses Stuart and Josiah W. 


Gibbs, investigated the Scriptures in the purely exegetical way, and thus 
became leaders in the right path. But ivis only within the last quarter 
of a century that such investigation has made its great advaice move- 


> ment among us and assumed for itself its proper relative position. That 


the effect of German scholarship in this department of study has been 
greatly beneficial to our Theology cannot be questioned. It has tended 


directly and strongly to the end of bringing us to the immediate, fair- 


minded, intelligent examination of the New Testament words, and to 
the interpretation of them, as the thing of primary importance, according 
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to strict grammatical and linguistic principles. No better example of the 
right method of explaining and commenting has ever been presented to 
the student than that which Meyer has given. He was eminently fitted, 
both by his learning and his spirit, to be an interpreter of the Apostolic 
writings, and, like all candid and large-hearted seekers after the truth, 
he entered more fully into the possession of its treasures as the years of 
his life moved onward. The knowledge and influence of such a commen- 
tator’s writings are of peculiar value in the study of the Epistle to the 
Romans, in the atmosphere of which our theological thinking needs 
continually to be brought to measure and adjust itself by the true prin- 
ciples of interpretation. 

The design of the publishers of the present edition of Meyer’s work 
is to place it within the reach of the largest possible number of theo- 
logical students and ministers, in order that the influence of its profound 
scholarship, its true methods, its honest truth-seeking purpose, its relig- 
ious spirit and its manly confidence in Christianity may be most widely 
extended. The commentary is printed in full and precise accordance 
with the English Translation—except that, in many instances, references 
to authorities and to Greek writers are transferred from the page to foot- 
notes—and by an arrangement with the English publishers. The 
translation of this volume was made, as indicated on the title-page, by 
the Rey. John C. Moore and the Rey. Edwin Johnson; the work of 
the former covering the first cight chapters, and that of the latter 
the remainder of the Epistle. The translation, it is believed, has com- 
mended itself to those who have used it since its first publication. The 
Rev. Dr. William P. Dickson, of the University of Glasgow, was the 
superintending editor of the work when this portion of it was pre- 
pared, and the entire translation, so long as his editorship continued, 
was reviewed and revised by him. As the Commentary on the Romans 
was the first of the series which was published, Dr. Dickson introduced 
it by aGeneral Preface. This preface it has been thought proper to omit 
in this edition, inasmuch as the principal facts connected with Meyer’s 
life, which it contained, have been already stated in the volume on the 
Acts, edited by Dr. Ormiston, and because the Commentary is now so 
much better known than when it was first issued in Edinburgh, that such 
introductory words seem to be scarcely necessary. The Topical Index at 
the end of the volume has been prepared by the Rev. G. F. Behringer, 
of Brooklyn, N. Y., who has kindly exercised a general supervision of 
the work, while passing through the press. 

As to my own share in the present volume, as American Editor, I may 
be permitted to say a few words. The limitations of the volume have 
allowed me to add only about eighty pages of annotations. Within so 
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small a space it was manifestly impossible to consider with fulness or 
freedom all the points of interest which the Epistle presents, or even to 
set forth and establish by arguments the view which I hold of its character, 
its design and purpose, its line of thought, its circle of doctrinal teach- 
ing, or what, if the expression may be allowed me, I may call its peculiar 
Paulinism. The discussion of these and other questions would demand 
a volume, which I hope that, at some future time, I may be able to 
prepares All that I have attempted to do, at present, is to give some 
brief notes, at the close of each chapter, upon words or sentences re- 
specting which it has seemed to me that suggestions might be helpful 
towards a true understanding of the Apostle’s meaning. In connection 
with the setting forth of this meaning, I have occasionally raised the 
inquiry whether Paul intended to declare a particular doctrine in a 
particular verse or passage, and have sometimes endeavored to show 
that he had no such intention. But I have not deemed it to be within 
my sphere in these annotations—a sphere which is purely exegetical— 
to affirm or to deny that any such doctrine belonged to the Pauline 
system. For this reason, also, as well as because the book is intended, 
as the English editor says in his Preface, for the professional scholar, 
who can endure in a writer some views with which he may not himself 
agree, I have not considered it necessary to discuss any doctrinal 
opinions to which Meyer has incidentally given expression in his re- 
marks upon points with which they have no vital and essential con- 
nection. I have purposely made but few references in the notes to 
commentators and writers upon the Epistle. As I have long been en- 
gaged in the work of theological instruction in the department of New 
Testament Greek, it will not be supposed, I trust, that the omission is 
due to any want of reading the works of such writers, or of acknowledg- 
ment of what I have gained in my studies from their views or thoughts. 
Occasional allusions to some of the most recent authors appeared to me 
not inappropriate, but the limited space at my command rendered it im- 
practicable to mention names, as Meyer himself has done so constantly 
and abundantly. The edition of Meyer’s work on the Epistle which was 
published about two years since by Dr. Bernhard Weiss has been referred 
to somewhat frequently, because it gives—where he differs from Meyer, 
as well as where he adds his assent to what Meyer had said—the views of 
the scholar who is, at present, perhaps more prominent than any other, 
in this line of studies, in Germany. It is a matter of satisfaction to me 
that in some important points, respecting which my own opinions were 
formed many years ago, I find myself confirmed by the words of this 
yery able writer. In some cases mentioned in my notes, on the other 
hand, where I am constrained to take a position opposite to his, I hope 
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that the reasons presented may be regarded as not unworthy of serious 
consideration. Ina number of these cases I have the pleasing con- 
sciousness of standing with Meyer himself. 

If the few pages which I have inserted in this volume shall prove to 
be helpful to any students of the Pauline writings—especially, if they 
shall be viewed as, in any measure, deserving of a place in such near 
connection with the words and thoughts of a commentator whom I have 
long held in so much honour, I shall be glad to have had the privilege 
of associating my name, even in the most unpretending way, with his, 
as his work goes forth for a wider circulation among the clergy and 
the members of Theological Schools in our country. To those who have 
been connected with the Divinity School of Yale College during the 
past twenty-six years,—in whose life and work I have a personal and 
most friendly interest, —I commend the volume in all its parts. 


Timotay Dwiear. 
Yatr Connecs, February 18, 1884. 


Norre.—In my own annotations, the edition of Meyer’s work by Weiss is com- 
monly referred to as Weiss ed. Mey. The letters T. R. are used to designate 
the Textus Receptus. The references to Winer’s Grammar are tv the American 
translation. I may state that, for the convenience of students, I haye inserted 
the numbers of the pages of the American translations of both Buttmann’s and 
Winer’s Grammars, wherever Meyer has cited these works in his notes. In 
regard to other abbreviations, see page xxiv. 

The reader will allow me to correct one or two errors, which were accident- 
ally overlooked by me in revising the proof-sheets of my notes. In the first 
line of page 75, ‘‘o/kovéuouc), so ete.” should be read, instead of *‘ oi). So ete.” 
In the seventh line of page 79, for ‘* Gal. iii.” read Gal. v. On page 108, Note 
XX., line 7, for ‘to the approving”’ read ‘of the approving.’’ Page 254, line. 
3, for ‘‘ ver. 20” read ‘‘v. 20,” and page 255, line 2, for ‘* vv: 12-19” read ‘vy. 
12-19,” and at the end of Note LXXIII. read “ver. 20’ for “ ver. 19.” On 
the other hand, on page 294, line 15 of Note LXXXVL, for “‘ v. 25” read “ ver. 
25.’’ On page 289, Note LXXVII. in the last two lines let the words “ first” 
and ** second” exchange places, These cases include all, I think, which are 


of any importance and which the reader will, without trouble, adjust for 
himself, SD: 


PREFACE 


SPECIALLY WRITTEN BY THE AUTHOR FOR THE ENGLISH 
EDITION. 


Ir cannot but be of great importance in the interests of a thorough, 
sure, and comprehensive knowledge, that the results of progressive 
effort and research in the wide domain of the sciences should be 
mutually exchanged and spread from people to people, and from tongue 
to tongue. In this way of a living fellowship of mind, penetrating to 
the farthest limits of civilization, the various scientific peculiarities of 
national development and culture are necessarily more and more elevated 
into common property as regards their excellences, while their several 
defects and shortcomings are reciprocally compensated and supplied ; and 
thus the honest efforts and labours of individuals, pressing forward in com- 
mon towards a deeper and clearer knowledge, are at once encouraged by 
their mutual respect and stimulated by a generous rivalry. Especially, 
and in an eminent degree, does this hold true within the sphere devoted 
to the highest object of human effort—the sphere of scientific theology. 
To the cultivation of this science, in accordance with its healthy life 
springing from the Divine Word and with its destination embracing time 
and eternity, belongs in an eminent sense the noble vocation of applying 
every gift received from God freely and faithfully to the service of the 
great whole—the building up of His kingdom. In its view the nations 
with their various characteristic powers, capacities, and tongues, are 
members of the one body, to which they are to hail each other as 
belonging in the fellowship of the one Head, which is Christ, and of the 
one Spirit, whose motions and influences are not restrained by any limits 
of nation or of language. 

From this point of view it cannot but be in every sense a matter for 
congratulation that in our day more than formerly those literary works 
of German theology, which have on their native soil obtained a fair 
position in the literature of the science to which they relate, should by 
translation into the English tongue have that more extended field opened 
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up to them, whose only limit is the ever-increasing diffusion and prev- 
alence of that language in both hemispheres. Thus German theological 
Jabor goes forth into the wide world ; becomes at home in distant lands 
and in a foreign dress ; communicates what has been given to it, in 
order, by the mutual working of the Spirit, to receive in its turn from 
abroad ; stimulates so far as in it lies, in order that it may itself find 
stimulus and furtherance, instruction and correction ; and in all this lends 
its aid, that the divided theological strivings of the age and the various 
tendencies of religious national character may be daily brought closer 
together, and united in the eternal focus of all genuine science, which 
is truth and nothing but truth—and in the realm of theology the high- 
est truth of all, that of divine revelation. 

In the transplanting of the literary products of German theology to 
the soil of the English language the well-known publishing house of the 
Messrs. T. & T. Clark, of Edinburgh, have earned special. distinction ; 
and their efforts, supported by select and able professional scholars, have 
already found, and continue increasingly to find, an appreciation cor- 
responding to their merits bothin British and American circles. I have 
therefore readily and willingly given my consent to the proposal of the 
above-mentioned honorable publishers to set on foot and to issue an 
English translation of my Commentary on the New Testament ; and 
with no less readiness have my esteemed German publishers, Vanden- 
hoeck and Ruprecht in Géttingen, declared their agreement to it. I 
earnestly wish that the version thus undertaken, the first portion of 
which is given to the public in the present volume, may not fail to 
receive, in the field of the English language and of the science which it 
represents, an indulgent and kindly reception, such as, during a long 
series of years, has been accorded to the German work by the German 
theological public. And if I venture to couple with this wish some 
measure of a hope corresponding to it, Iam induced to do so simply 
by the fact that even in the German idiom these works have already 
found their way, in no inconsiderable numbers, both to England and 
America, 

Respecting the object and intention of my Commentaries no special 
explanation is needed, since, in point of fact, these are obvious on the 
face of them. They aim at exactly ascertaining and establishing on due 
grounds the purely historical sense of Scripture. This aim is so clear 
and so lofty, that all the produce of one’s own thoughts and subjective 
speculation must fall entirely into the background, and must not be 
allowed to mix up anything of its own with what objectively stands 
forth in the revelation of the New Testament and simply seeks to be 
understood just as it stands. For exegesis is a historical science, because 


PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH EDITION, 1X 


the sense of Scripture, the investigation of which is its task, can only be 
regarded and treated as an-historical fact; as positively given, it can 
only be known, proved, established, and set forth so as to be clearly and 
surely understood, by the positive method of studying the grammar, the 
usus loquendi, and the connection in detail as well as in its wider and 
widest sense. Exegetical research therefore cannot regard any defini- 
tions of the doctrinal system ofa Church as binding or regulative for its 
operations, as if forsooth, in cases where the Confession has spoken, its 
duty were to seek only what it was @ priori directed to seek, and there- 
upon to find only what it so seeks. No! it is just when perfectly 
unprejudiced, impartial, and free—and thus all the more consciously 
and consistently guided simply and solely by those historically given 
factors of its science —that it is able with genuine humility to render to 
the Church, so far as the latter maintains its palladium in the pure Word 
of God, real and wholesome service for the present and the future. 
Unhappily the Church of Rome, by its unchangeable tradition beyond 
the pale of Scripture, and now completely by its Vaticanum, has refused 
to receive such service in ali points affecting its peculiar doctrine. But 
with the Evangelical Church it is otherwise. However deep may be 
the heavings of conflicting elements within it, and however long may be 
the duration of the painful throes which shall at last issuae—according to 
the counsel of God and when His hour has come—in a happier time for 
the Church when men’s minds shall have attained a higher union, the pure 
word of Scripture, in its historical truth and clearness and in its world- 
subduing divine might, disengaged from every addition of human 
scholasticism and its dividing formulae, must and shall at length become 
once more a wonderful power of peace unto unity of faith and love, 
The Evangelical Church bears inalienably in its bosom the Word as the 
living and imperishable leaven of that final development. 

Such is the ideal goal, which the scientific exposition of Scripture, 


while it desires nothing else than to elucidate and further the true his- 
torical understanding of Scripture, may never lose sight of in regard to 
the Church, which is built on the Word. But how limited is the meas- 
ure of the attainments and of the gifts conferred upon the individual ! 
and how irresistibly must it impel him, in the consciousness of his 
fragmentary contributions, to the humbling confession, ‘‘ Not as though 
I had already attained !’’ Nevertheless let each strive faithfully and 
honestly, according to what has been given to him, for that noble goal 
in the field of Scripture-science, in firm assurance that God can bless 
even what is little and be mighty in what is weak. And so may the 
gracious God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ accompany my hum- 
ble labors on His Word, as they are now going forth in the dress of 
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another language to far distant brethren, with the blessing on which 
all success depends, that they may conduce to thie iaaleites of His 
Truth, to the service of His Church, and to the glory of His Holy 
Name. 

Dr. HEIN. AUG. WILH. MEYER, 


OBERCONSISTORIALRATH. 
Hannover, March, 1873. 


PREFACE 


TO THE GERMAN EDITION. 


Forry years have now elapsed since my Commentaries on the New 
Testament were first given to the public. The first edition of the first 
volume-——the weak commencement—appeared in January, 1832. A 
scientific work, which has passed through a long course of development 
and still continues that course, has always a history—a biography—of 
its own, which of course is intimately interwoven with that of its author. 
Yet in this retrospect I can only be filled with praise and thanksgiving 
to the divine grace ; of myself I haye nothing to say. The indulgence 
of friendly readers, which I have experienced so long, will not, I hope, 
fail to be still extended to me, when my day’s work is drawing to its end. 

This fifth edition of the Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans is 
based—as was of course to be expected, and may be inferred from the 
increase in the number of the sheets—on a new and careful revision of 
the fourth edition, which was issued in 1865. This enlargement— 
although in particular instances much has been abridged or even deleted 
—could not be avoided, if on the one hand the more recent publications 
relating to the Epistle were to meet with due attention,’ and if on the 


1 T could not take into consideration the treatise of Dr. Eklund : ‘ odps vo- 
cabulum, quid ap. Paulum significet,’’ Lund, May, 1872, which, cautiously pro- 
ceeding by a purely exegetical method, in the definition of the ethical side of 
that notion arrives substantially at the explanation of Augustine and Luther— 
a result, nevertheless, in which Iam still precluded from concurring, as regards 
the Epistle to the Romans, by the contrast of odp$ and voic, as well as that of 
oipé and the moral éyé in ch, viii—I must here also make supplementary 
mention of Hilgenfeld’s dissertation ‘* Petrus in Rom und Johannes in Kl. Asien” 
(Zeitschrift, 1872. 3) ; in it he declares himself in favor of the nearly contem- 
porary martyrdom of Peter and Paul in Rome as a historically accredited fact, 
and, as I must still even after the doubts of Lipsius assume, with just reason, 
even as respects its independence of the Simon legend.—During the very 
printing of this Preface there have come into my hands the two dissertations 
by Harmsen, who defends the reference of the doxology in ix. 5 to God, and 
Hilgenfeld, who maintains the genuineness of chapters xv, and xvi, (in the 


latter’s Zeitschrift, 1872. 4). 
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.other hand the general plan of the book—according to which it has to 
provide along with the exposition itself a critical view of the interpreta- 
tions contrasting with it, and so of the detailed history of the exegesis 
—was to be preserved. 

But on what portion of the New Testament could the Jabour and 
troubie—which are being continually renewed, wherever exegetical sci- 
ence conscientiously strives to reach its pure and clear historic aim—be 
less spared than on this, the grandest and richest in contents of all the 
Apostle’s letters? Especially at the present time. The Epistle to the 
tomans still stands forth as a never silent accuser confronting the Ro- 
man ecclesiasticism, which has strained to the uttermost spiritual arro- 
gance in the dethroned head, and Loyolist submissiveness in the mem- 
bers, of its hierarchy (perinde ac si essent cadavera) ; it is still the stead- 
fast. divine charter of the Reformation, as formerly our Luther found 
mainly in it the unyielding fulcrum by the aid of which he upheaved 
the firmly-knit Roman structure from its old foundations. Amidst the 
vehement and pretentious conflicts, which continually surround us in the 
field of evangelic belief, we still have in this Epistle—just because it sets 
clearly before us the pure apostolic Gospel in its deepest and most com- 
prehensive scope—the clearest and most prominent criterion for the rec- 
ognition of what belongs to the pith and marrow of the Confession, in 
order that we may distinguish with steadfast eye and conscience that 
which is essential from all the fleeting, temporary, controversial or 
scholastic forms, with which it has become connected and interwoven 
through the historical relations of ecclesiastical symbols ; a distinction, 
to which even the Introduction to the Formula Concordiae, although 
this most of all bears the theological impress of the time, significantly 
enough points, and which better meets the exigencies of the restless 
present than the overbearing ery—recklessly transcending limit or meas- 
ure—after unity of doctrine, which yet does not remove or even so 
much as conceal the dissensions among the criers themselves. The 
unity which they desire—were it uniformly established, as it were in the 
Jump, for ad? doctrinal definitions of the Confession—would be Roman, 
and the very negation of truth and truthfulness in the church, because 
it would be contrary to the freedom of conscience in the understanding 
of Scripture, which has its ground and support, its standard and 
limit, and the holy warrant of its upright confidence, not beyond the 
pale of Scripture, but én it, and in it alone. 

Let us only advance with clearness along the straight path of pure 
historical exegesis, in virtue of which we have always to recetve what 
Scripture gives to us, and never to give to it aught of our own. Other- 
wise we run a risk of falling into the boundless maze of an interpreta- 
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tion of Scripture at our own pleasure, in which artificial and violent ex- 
pedients are quickly enough resorted to, with a view to establisa results 
which are constructed from foregone premisses, and to procure doctrines 
which are the creations—obtruded on Scripture—of a self-made world of 
thought and its combinations. Exegetes of this sort—whose labours, 
we may add, are usually facilitated by a lack of sure and thorough phi- 
lological culture,’ and of needful respect for linguistic authorities—have 
the dubious merit of provoking refutation more than others do, and 
thereby indirectly promoting the elucidation of the true sense of Script- 
ure. Yet they may, as experience shows, attain fora time an influence, 
especially over younger theologians who have not yet reached the stead- 
iness and soberness of mature exegetic judgment, by the charm of nov- 
elty and of a certain originality, as well as of a dialectic art, which veils 
its mistakes so that they they are not at once recognized—an influence 
under which good abilities are misled and learn to be content with ex- 
tracting from the words of Scripture a meaning which, originating froin 
their own presuppositions, belongs really to themselves. Indeed, if 
such a mode of handling Scripture, with its self-deceptions and with its 
often very singular caprices, could become dominant (which, looking to 
the present state and progress of science, I do not reckon possible), 
there would be reason to fear that gradually the principle of Scripture 
authority, which preserved in its full objectivity is the aegis of the 
evangelical churches, would become idusory. All the worse and more 
confusing is it, when such an exegesis employs as the organ of present- 
ing and communicating its views a mode of expression, the quaint 
drapery of which hinders us from clearly discerning the substance of 
the meaning lying beneath it, and in fact frequently permits the effort 


1 We theologians are far too much given to neglect a comprehensive and 
precise knowledge of the Greek grammar. If the exegete of the present day 
supposes himself adequately furnished with such a Grammar as that of Rost 
(whose memory, as my former Gymnasial teacher, I gratefully revere) he is 
mistaken ; it is no longer sufficient. We ought not to overlook the progress of 
philology in the field of the classics, but should be diligent in turning to ac- 
count, for the New Testament, whatever the contributions of the present day 
furnish. Otherwise we neglect an eminently important part of our duty. I 
cannot but here recommend very urgently to the theologian, in the interest of 
pure exegesis, the second edition of Kiihner’s Large Grammar (in two parts, 
1869-1872)—to which my citations will always henceforth refer—as the most 
complete and most solid work on the structure of the Greek language regarded 
from the present standpoint of science. This entirely remodelled edition isa 
glorious monument of thorough and comprehensive erudition, and of clear and 
ripe familiarity with the genius of the language of classic Hellenism, 


\ 
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of translating it into current forms of speech, which cannot mislead, to 
be attended with but dubious success.’ 

For the critical remarks the part of the editio octava of Tischendorf’s 
New Testament, which includes the present Epistle, was in good time 
to be turned toaccount. As it deviates in many cases from the editio 
septima, and this diversity is partly duc to a modification of the critical 
principles adopted, I have deemed it advisable to specify not merely the 
readings of the octava, but also those of the septima. The one I have 
indicated by Zisch. (8), the other by Tisch. (7); but where the two 
editions agree, I put merely Z%sch. 

With confidence then in God, who sits as Ruler and knows how to 
guide all things well, this work is left to make its way once more into 
the much agitated theological world. May He ward off harm, so far 
as it contains what is erroneous, and grant His blessing, so far as it may 
minister to the correct, unstinted, and undisguised understanding of His 
revealed Word. 


Dr. MEYER. 
Hannover, 24th July, 1872. 


1 In presence of such wretched evils of style we may be allowed to recall the 
simple rule, which the epigrammatist bids the rhetoricians (Anthol. Pal. xi. 
144, 5 f.) lay to heart : 


Novy trokeiobar dei toi ypauuase Kai dpaow avtav 
elvat Kowvotépav, ote voeiv ad Aéyerc. 


EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE. 


[For Commentaries, and collections of Notes, embracing the whole New 
Testament, see Preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew. 
The following list includes works which deal with the Apostolic or the Pauline 
Epistles generally, or which treat specially of the Epistle to the Romans. 
Works mainly of a popular or practical character have, with a few exceptions, 
been excluded, since, however valuable they may be on their own account, they 
have but little affinity with the strictly exegetical character of the present work. 
Several of the older works named are of little value ; others are chiefly doctri- 
nal or controversial. Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed 
by Meyer in loc. The editions quoted are usually the earliest ; al. appended 
denotes that the work has been more or less frequently reprinted. + marks the 
date of the author’s death, c. = circa, an approximation to it. ] 


ABAILARD (Peter), ¢ 1142, Scholastic : Commentariorum super 8. Pauli Episto- 
lam ad Romanos libri vy. [Opera.] 
Atzstus [or Haus] (Alexander), ¢ 1565, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig: Disputationes 
in Epistolam ad Romanos, cum P. Melancthonis praefatione. 
8°, Vitemb. 1553. 
ALEXANDER Natalis. See Norn (Alexandre). 
AutTine (Jacobus), ¢ 1679, Prof. Theol. at Gréningen : Commentarius theoreti- 
co-practicus in Epistolam ad Romanos. ([Opera.] 2°, Amstel. 1686. 
AMBIANENSIS (Georgius), ¢ 1657, Capuchin monk at Paris : Trina Pauli theologia 
. . seu omnigena in universas Pauli epistolas commentaria exegetiva, 
tropologica et anagogica. 2°, Paris. 1649-50. 
AmprostasTER [or Pseupo-Amprostus], ¢. 380, generally identified with Hilarius 
the Deacon: Commentarius in Epistolas xiii. B. Pauli. [Ambrosii 
Opera. ] 
Ansrtmus [or Heryevs], c. 1100: Enarrationes in omnes §, Pauli Epistolas, 
2°, Paris. 1533. 
Agutnas (Thomas), + 1274, Scholastic : Expositio in omnes Epistolas 8. Pauli. 
2°, Basil. 1475 al. 
Arsorevs (Joannes), c. 1550, Prof. Theol. at Paris: Commentarius in omnes 


Pauli Epistolas. 2°, Paris. 1553. 
Arertrus (Benedictus), + 1574, Prof. Theol. at Berne: Commentarii in omnes 
Epistolas D. Pauli, et canonicas. 2°, Morgiis, 1683. 


Baupvutin (Friedrich), + 1627, Prof. Theol. at Wittenberg : Commentarius in 
omnes Epistolas apostoli Pauli. . . (Separately, 1608-1630). 
40, Francof. 1644 al. 


Baumearten (Sigmund Jakob), + 1757, Prof. Theol. at Halle: Auslegung des 


Briefes Pauli an die Romer. 4° Halae, 1749. 
Baumearten-Crustus (Ludwig Friedrich Otto), { 1843, Prof. Theol. at Jena: 
Commentar zum Rémerbrief. 8°, Jena, 1844. 


Bepa Venerabilis, ¢ 735, Monk at Jarrow: Expositio in Epistolas Pauli [a Ca- 
tena from the works of Augustine, probably by Florus Lugdunensis, 
c. 852], ef In Epistolas septem catholicasliber. [Opera.] 
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BrrLen (Jean-Théodore), R. C. Prof. of Or. Lang. at Louvain : Commentarius 
in Epistolam 8. Pauli ad Romanos. ; 8°, Lovani, 1854. 
Brrr (Joseph Agar), A Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. 
London, 1877. 
BretsHAM (Thomas), + 1829, Unitarian minister in London: The Epistles of 
Paul the Apostle translated, with an exposition and notes, 
49, Lond. 1822. 
BrnegckE (Wilhelm), ¢ 1837, retired Hamburg merchant : Der Brief Paulian die 


Romer erliiutert ; 8°, Heidelb. 1831. 
Translated .. .. 8°, Lond. 1854. 
Bispine (August), R. C. Prof. Theol. at Miimster : Exegetisches Handbuch zu 
den Briefen des Apostels Paulus. 8°, Minster, 1854-8 al. 


Borume (Christian Friedrich), ¢ 1844, Pastor at Lucka near Altenburg : Epis- 
tola Pauli ad Romanos Graece cum commentariv perpetuo. 

8°, Lips. 1806. 

Brats (Etienne de), c. 1680, Prof. Theol. at Saumur : Epistolae Pauli ad Roma- 


nos analysis paraphrastica cum notis. 4°, Salmurii, 1670. 
Brent (Johann), + 1570, Provost at Stuttgard : Commentarius in Epistolam ad 
Romanos. 2°, Francof. 1564 al. 


Brown (David), D.D., Prof. Theol. Free Church College, Aberdeen : Commen- 
tary on the Epistle to the Romans, embracing the last results of crit- 
icism. 12°, Glasg. 1860. 
Brown (John), D.D., ¢ 1858, Prof. Exeg. Theol. to the United Presbyterian 
Church, Edinburgh : Analytical Exposition of the Epistle of Paul. . . 


to the Romans. 8°, Edin. 1857. 
Bruno, | 1101, Founder of the Carthusian Order: Commentarius in omnes 
Epistolas Pauli. 2°, Paris. 1509. 
Bucrr (Martin), t 1551, Prof. Theol. at Cambridge : Metaphrasis et enarratio 
in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. 2°, Basil. 1562. 
BuGenHAcEn (Johann), ¢ 1558, Prof. Theol. at Wittenberg: Interpretatio 
Epistolae Paul ad Romanos. 8°, Hagenoae, 1523. 
BuxwincEr (Heinrich), t+ 1575, Pastor at Zurich : Commentarii in omnes Epis- 
tolas apostolorum. 2°, Tiguri, 1537 al. 


Caseranus [Tommaso da Vio], + 1534, Cardinal : Epistolae S. Pauli et aliorum 
apostolorum ad Graecam veritatem castigatae et juxta sensum literalem 
enarratae. 2°, Venet. 1531 al. 

Catrxrus (Georg), ¢ 1656, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt : Expositiones litterales in 
Epistolas ad Romanos, ad Corinthios priorem et posteriorem, ad Ga- 
latas, ad Ephesios, ad Philippenses, ad Colossenses, ad Thessalonienses 

. et ad Titum. 4°, Helmstadii, 1664-66. 

Catyvin [Cuavvin] (Jean), ¢ 1564: Commentarii in omnes Epistolas Pauli apos- 
toli atque etiam Epistolam ad Ebraeos ; necnon in Epistolas canoni- 
cas. 2°, Genevae, 1551 al. 

Caprtus [Carpet] (Louis), ¢ 1658. See Acts. 

Carpzov (Johann Benedict), ¢ 1803, Prof. Theol. and Greek at Helmstadt : 
Stricturae theologicae et criticae in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. . . 

8°, Helmstad. 1758. 

Casstoporus (Magnus Aurelius), + 563, Chancellor of the Ostrogoth empire : 
Complexiones in Epistolas apostolorum, in Acta etin Apocalypsim quasi 
brevissima explanatione decursas. .. . 8°, Florent. 1721 al. 

Catantno (Ambrogio), See Porrrr (Lanzelotto), 

Cuaumers (Thomas), D.D., + 1847, Principal of F. C, College, Edinburgh : 
Lectures on the Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Romans. 

12°, Glase. 1842 al. 

Cunrysostomus (Joannes), ¢ 407, Archbishop of Constantinople : Homiliae in Epis- 
tolas Pauli. [Opera.] 

Cuyrranus [or Kocunarn] (David), ¢t 1600, Prof. Theol, at Rostock : Epistola 
Pauli ad Romanos, brevi ac dialectica dispositione partium et gram- 
matica declaratione textus .. . explicata, 8° n. p. 1599. 

CuaupE (Jean), ¢ 1687, Minister at the Hague: Commentaire sur VEpitre aux 
Romains, [Oeuyres. ] 
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ConTarini (Gaspare), ¢ 1542, Cardinal : Scholia in Hpistolas Pauli. [Opera.] 
; 2°, Paris. 1571 al. 
Contzmn (Adam), + 1618, Jesuit at Mentz: Commentaria in Epistolam 8. Pauli 


ad Romanos, 2°, Colon. 1629. 
ConyBEare (William John, M.A.), Howson (John Saul), D.D.: Life and Epis- 
tles of St. Paul. 4°, Lond. 1852 al. 


Cox (Robert), M.A., P. ©. of Stonehouse, Devon: Horae Romanae, or an at- 
tempt to elucidate St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, by an original 
translation, explanatory notes, and new divisions. 8°, Lond. 1824. 

Cramer (Johann Andreas), + 1788, Prof. Theol. at Kiel: Der Brief Pauli an die 
Romer aufs neue tibersetzt und ausgelect. 4°, Leip. 1784. 

CrELL (Johann), + 1633, Socinian teacher at Cracow ; Commentarius in Epis- 
tolam Pauli ad Romanos, ex praelectionibus ejus conscriptus a Jona 
Schlichtingio .... 8°, Racoy. 1636. 

CruciGER [CREvzINGER] (Kaspar), ¢ 1548, Pastor at Leipzig: Commentarius in 
Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Vitemb. 1567, 


Date (John) : Analysis of all the Epistles of the New Testament. 12° Oxf, 1652. 
Damascrnus (Joannes), ¢ 754, Monk at S. Saba: Ex universa interpretatione 
J. Chrysostomi excerpta compendiaria in Epistolas 8. Pauli. [Opera.] 
De.irzscu (Franz), Prof. Theol. at Leipzig: Briefan die Rémer aus dem grie- 
chischen Urtext in das hebraische uebersetzt und aus Talmud und 


Midrasch erliutert. 8°, Leip. 1870. 
Dicrson (David), ¢ 1662, Prof. Theol. at Glasgow and Edinburgh ; Expositio ana- 
lytica omnium apostolicarum Epistolarum. .. . 4°, Glasg. 1645. 
and Analytical Exposition of all the Epistles. 2°, Lond, 1659. 
Dr=tscx (August), Prof. in the Univ. at Bonn: Adam und Christus. Rém. V. 
12-21. 8° Bonn, 1871. 


Drev (Louis de), + 1642, Prof. in the Walloon College at Leyden : Animadver- 
siones in Epistolam ad Romanos. Accessit spicilegium in reliquas 


ejusdem apostoli, ut et catholicas epistolas. 4°, Lugd, Bat. 1646. 
Dionysius CartHustanus [DENys DE Rycre], ¢ 1471, Carthusian monk: Elu- 
cidissima in divi Pauli Epistolas commentaria., 8°, Paris. 1531. 


Epwarps (Timothy), M.A., Vicar of Okehampton, Devon: Paraphrase, with 

critical annotations on the Epistles to the Romans and Galatians, with 

an analytical scheme of the whole. 49, Lond. 1752. 

Est [Estrus] (Willem Hessels van), + 16138, R. C. Chancellor of Douay : In 
omnes beati Pauli et aliorum apostolorum Epistolas commentarius, 

2°, Duaci, 1614-16, al. 

Ewaxp (Georg Heinrich August), Prof. Or. Lang. at Gottingen ; Die Sendschrei- 

ben des Apostels Paulus tibersetzt und erklirt. 8°, Gotting. 1857. 

EwsanKk (William Withers), M.A., Incumbent at Everton : Commentary on the 


Epistle of Paulto the Romans... 8°, Lond. 1850-51. 
Faser Stapulensis (Jacobus) [Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples], ¢ 1536, resident at 
Nerac : Commentarius in Epistolas Pauli... 29, Paris. 1512 al. 

Farrar (F. W.), Canon of Westminster: The Life and Works of St. Paul. 
Lond. 1879. 
Favs (Antoine de la), ¢ 1616, Prof. at Geneva : Commentarius in Epistolam ad 
Romanos. 8°, Genevae, 1608. 


Feit (Joun), + 1686, Bishop of Oxford : A Paraphrase and annotations upon all 
the Epistles of St. Paul, by Abraham Woodhead, Richard Allestry and 
Obadiah Walker. Corrected and improved by Dr. John Fell. [First 


issued anonymously in 1675. ] 8°, Lond. 1708. 
Ferme (Charles), + 1617, Principal of Fraserburgh College: Analysis logica in 
Epistolam ad Romanos. 12°, Edin. 1651 al. 
Ferus [Witp] (Johannes), + 1554, Cathedral Preacher at Mentz: Exegesis in 
Epistolam Paulli ad Romanos. n 80, Paris. 1559. 
Frvarpent (Francois), ¢ 1612, Franciscan preacher at Paris : Commentarius in 
Epistolam ad Romanos, 8°, Paris, 1599. 


Fuatr (Johann Friedrich von), t 1821, Prof. Theol. at Tubingen : Vorlesungen 
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iiber den Brief Pauli an die Rémer, herausgegeben von Ch. D. F. Hoff- 
mann. 8°, Tiibing. 1825. 

Frorus Lugdunensis, c. 852. See Brpa. . 
Forses (John), LL. D., Prof. of Oriental Languages at Aberdeen : Analytical 
commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, tracing the train of thought 
by the aid of parallelism. 8°, Edinb. 1868. 
Frrrzscue (Karl Friedrich August), ¢ 1846, Prof. Theol. at Rostock : Pauli ad 
Romanos Epistola. Recensuit et cum commentariis perpetuis edidit. 
8°, Halis, 1836-43. 
Fromonp (Libert), + 1653, Prof. Sac. Scrip. at Louvain : Commentarius in om- 
nes Epistolas Pauli apostoli et in septem canonicas aliorum aposto- 
lorum epistolas. 2°, Lovan. 1663 al, 


GacnEx (Jean de), ¢ 1549, Rector of the University of Paris: Brevissima et 
facillima in omnes divi Pauli et canonicas epistolas scholia. 
8°, Paris. 1543 al. 
GurHarD (Johann), ¢ 1637, Prof. Theol. at Jena: Adnotationes posthumae in 
Epistolam ad Romanos, cum Analectis Jo. Ernesti Gerhardi, 
4°, Jenae. 1666 al. 
Girrorp (E. H.), Rector of Much Hadham ; Introduction, Commentary, and 
Critical Notes on the Epistle to the Romans. Vol. III. of Bible Com- 
mentary, edited by F. C. Cook, Canon of Exeter. Lond. 1881. 
GubcKLER (Conrad) : Der Brief des Apostel Paulus an die Romer erklirt. 
8°, Frankf.-a.-M. 1834. 
Gover (F.) Prof., in the Theol. Faculty at Neuchatel : Commentaire sur l’ Epitre 
aux Romains. 8°, Paris. 1879-80. 
{Translated by A. Cusin, Edinburgh, 1881. ] 
Gomar (Frangois), + 1641, Prof. Theol. at Groningen: Analysis et explicatio 
Epistolarum Pauli ad Romanos, Gal. Philipp. Coloss. Philem. He- 
braeos. [Opera.] 2°, Amstel. 1644. 
Grars (Ed.): Ueber Veranlassung und Zweck des Rémerbriefes. 
Freiburg, 1881. 
GRONEWEGEN (Henricus), + 1692, Minister at Enkhuizen : Vytleginge van den 
Zendbrief Paulli aan de Romeynen. 4° Gorinchem, 1681. 
GuALTHER [WALTHER] (Rudolph), + 1586, Pastor at Zurich: Homiliae in om- 
nes Epistolas apostolorum. 2°, Tiguri, 1599. 
GurILLIAup (Claude), + 1550, Theological Lecturer at Autun : Collationes in om- 
nes Epistolas Pauli. 4°, Lugd. 1542 al. 


Hawpane (Robert), of Airthrey, + 1842 : Exposition of the Epistle to the Ro- 
mans, with remarks on the Commentaries of Dr. Macknight, Prof. 


Tholuck, and Prof. Moses Stuart. 12°, Lond. 1842 al. 
Haymo, + 853, Bishop of Halberstadt [or Rumierus] : Commentarius in Epis- 
tolas S, Pauli. 2° Paris, 1556 al. 
Hemmine [or Hemmrnessn] (Niels), +1600, Prof. Theol. at Copenhagen : Com- 
mentarius in omnes Epistolas apostolorum. 2°, Lips. 1572 al. 


Hemsren (Johann Tychsen), + 1830, Prof. Theol. at Géttingen: Der Apostel 
Paulus, sein Leben, Wirken, und siene Schriften herausgegeben von 


F. Luecke. 8°, Gétting. 1830. 
Hencet (Wessel Albert van), Prof. Theol. in Leyden: Interpretatio Epistolae 
Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Lugd. Bat. 1854-9. 


Hervevus Dotensts, c. 1130, Benedictine. See AnsEnMus. 
Husuustus (Tilemann), + 1588, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt: Commentarius in 


omnes Epistolas Pauli. 2°, Lips. 1605. 
Hresrep (Johann), + 1681, Prof. in Gymnasium at Bremen: Collationes phi- 
lologicae in Epistolam ad Romanos. 4°, Bremae, 1675. 
Hoper (Charles), D,D., Prof. Theol. at Princeton : Commentary on the Epis- 
tle to the Romans. 8°, Philadelphia, 1835 al. 


Hormann (Johann Christian Konrad yon), Prof. Theol. at Erlangen : Die 
Heilige Schrift Neuen Testaments zusammenhiingend untersucht. 
Ill. Theil. Brief an die Rémer, 8°, Nérdlingen, 1868. 
Housten (C.) : Zum Evangelium des Paulus und des Petrus. Rostock, 1868. 
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Hueco pr 8. Vicrors, ¢ 1141, Monk at Paris : Quaestiones circa Epistolas Pauli. 


(Opera. ] 
Hyperius [GeruarD] (Andreas), +1564, Prof. Theol. at Marburg: Commentarii 
in Pauli Epistolas. 2°, Tiguri, 1583. 


Jatuo (Georg Friedrich) : Director of Gymnasium at Hildesheim : Pauli Brief 
an die Rémer nach seinem inneren Gedankengange erliutert, 

8°, Hildesheim, 1858-9. 

Jowrrr (Benjamin), M.A., Master of Balliol College, Oxford : The Epistles of 

St. Paul to the Thessalonians, Galatians, Romans, with critical notes 

and dissertations. 8°, Lond. 1855. 

JuSTINIANI [GrusTrNtant] (Benedetto), + 1622, S. J. Prof. Theol. at Rome ; Ex- 
planationes in omnes Pauli Epistolas [e¢ in omnes catholicas]. 

' 2°, Lugd. 1612-21. 


KastemMaker (Johann Hyazinth), + 1834, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Miinster : Die 

Sendschreiben der Apostel (und die Apocalypse), wbersetzt und erklirt. 

8°, Miinster, 1822-3. 

Kuze (Heinrich), + 1840, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Mimich : Commentar tiber des 

Apostel Pauli Sendschreiben an die Rémer. 8°, Mainz, 1830. 

Knicut (Robert) : A Critical Commentary on the Epistle of St. Paul the Apostle 

to the Romans, 8°, Lond. 1854. 

KiosTerRMANn (August), Prof. in the Univ. at Kiel: Korrekturen zur bisherigen 

Erklirung des Rémerbriefes, Gotha, 1868. 

K6iiner (Wilhelm Heinrich Dorotheus Eduard), c. 1850, Prof. Theol. at Gét- 
tingen : Commentar zu dem Briefe des Paulus an die Rémer. 

8°, Darmst. 1834. 

Kreat (August Ludwig Gottlob), ¢ 1855, Prof. Pract. Theol. at Leipzig: Der 

Brief an die Rémer ausgelegt. 8°, Leip. 1849. 


Lanrranc, + 1089, Archbishop of Canterbury : Commentarii in omnes D. Pauli 
Epistolas. [Opera.] 
Lapin (Cornelius 4) [Van DEN Sreen], + 1637, S. J. Prof. of Sacred Scripture 
at Louvain: Commentaria in omnes D, Pauli Epistolas. 
2°, Antwerp. 1614 et al. 
Launay (Pierre de), Sieur dela Motte : Paraphrase et exposition sur les Epistres 
de 8. Paul. 4° Saumur et Charenton, 1647-50. 
Leeuwen (Gerbrand van), + 1721, Prof. Theol. at Amsterdam : Verhandeling 
van den Sendbrief Paulli aan de Romeynen, 4°, Amst. 1688-99. 
Lewin (Thomas), M.A.: The Life and Epistles of 8. Paul. 8°, Lond. 1851. 
Limzorcy (Philipp van), + 1712, Arminian Prof. Theol. at Amsterdam : Com- 
mentarius in Acta Apostolorum et in Epistolas ad Romanos et ad 
Ebraeos. 2°, Roterod. 1711. 
Lrvermorz (Abiel Abbot), Minister at Cincinnati: The Epistle of Paul to the 
Romans, with a commentary and revised translation, and introductory 
essays. 12°, Boston, 1855. 
Locks (John), + 1704. See Ganartans. : ; 
Lomsarpus (Petrus), + 1160, Scholastic: Collectanea in omnes Epistolas D. 


Pauli ex. SS. Patribus. 2° Paris. 1535 al. 
Lucur (H.): Uber die beiden letzten Kapitel des Rémerbriefes. Eine Kritische 
Uutersuchung. 8°, Berlin, 1871. 


Macknicut (James), D.D., + 1800, Minister at Edinburgh : A new literal trans- 
lation . . . of all the apostolical Epistles, with a commentary and 
notes, philological, critical, explanatory and practical . . . - 

40, Edin. 1795 al. 

Mazer (Adalbert), R. C. Prof. Theol. at Freiburg : Commentar iiber den Brief 
Pauli an die Rémer. ; 89, Freiburg, 1847, 

Mancotp (Wilhelm), Prof. Theol. at Bonn: Der Rémerbrief und die Anfinge 
der Rémischen Gemeinde. line kritische Untersuchung. 1866. 
Also, Der Rémerbrief und seine geschichtliche Voraussetzungen, 1884. 

Marburg. 


XX EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE. 


Martyr (Peter) [Vermicxt], + 1562, Prof. Theol. at Strasburg : In Epistolam ad 

Romanos commentarii .. . 2°, Basil. 1558, al. 
Mzunine (H. J. F.): Der Brief Pauli an die Romer uebersetzt und erklart. 

8°, Stettin, 1859. 

MxtancutHon (Philipp), + 1560, Reformer : Adnotationes in Epistolas Pauli ad 


Romanos, et Corinthios. . . 4°, Basil, 1522. —Commentarii in Ep. 
Pauli ad Romanos. 8° Argent. 1540.—Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos 
scriptae enarratio.. . 8°, Vitemb. 1556 al. 


Mexvinte (Andrew), + 1622, Principal of St. Mary’s College, St.Andrews : Com- 
mentarius indivinam Pauli Epistolam ad Romanos... . 

8°, Edin. 1849. 

Momma (Willem), + 1677, Pastor at Middelburg : Meditationes posthumae in 

Epistolas ad Romanos et Galatas. 8°. Hag. Com. 1678. 

Morison (James), D.D. Prof. Theol. to the Evangelical Union, Glasgow: An 

exposition of the Ninth chapter of Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. 8°, 

Kilmarnock, 1849. And A critical exposition of the Third chapter... 

8°, Lond. 1866. 

Morus (Samuel Friedrich Nathanael), + 1792, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig : Prae- 

lectiones in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. Cum ejusdem versione 

Latina, locorumque quorundam N. T. difficiliorum interpretatione. 


Ed. J .T. S. Holzapfel. 8°, Lips. 1794. 
Mouscuxus [or Meusstin] (Wolfgang), + 1563, Prof. Theol. in Berne: In Epis- 
tolam ad Romanos commentarius. 2°, Basil. 1555 al. 


Nizisen (Rasmus), Prof. Theol. at Copenhagen : Der Brief Pauli an die Rémer 

entwickelt ... 8°, Leip. 1843. 

Nort (Alexandre) [Natazis], + 1724, Dominican teacher of Church History 
at Paris : Expositio litteralis et moralis in Epistolas D. Pauli. 

2°, Paris. 1710. 


OxrcumeEntvs, ¢. 980, Bishop of Tricca : Commentaria in Acta Apostolorum, in 
omnes Pauli Epistolas, in Epistolas catholicas omnes .. . 

2°, Veronae, 1532 al. 

OuttRaAMARE (Hugues), Minister at Geneva: Commentaire sur l’Epitre aux 


Romains. [I—V. 11,] 8°, Geneve, 1843. 
ORIGENES, + 254, Catechete at Alexandria: Fragmenta in Epistolas Pauli 
(Opera. | 
Osorio (Jeronymo), ¢ 1580, Bishop of Sylvas : In Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos 
libri quatuor. [Opera.] 2°, Romae, 1592. 


Pargus [or WAENGLER] (David), + 1622, Prof. Theol. at Heidelberg : Commen- 
tarius in Epistolam ad Romanos. 4°, Francof. 1608 ai. 

Pavuus (Heinrich Eberhard Georg), + 1851. See Ganarrans. 

Periz (Thomas Williamson), D.D., Vicar of Luton : Annotations on the apos- 
tolical Epistles, designed chiefly for the use of students of the Greek 
text. 8°, Lond. 1848-52. 

Pexacius, ¢. 420, British monk : Commentarii in Epistolas S. Pauli. [Hierony- 
mi Opera. ] 

Puiiprr (Friedrich Adolph), Prof. Theol. at Rostock: Commentar tiber den 
Brief an die Rémer. 8°, Erlangen and Frankf. 1848-52. 
[Translated from the 3d ed. by J. 8. Banks. Edinburgh, 1879.] 

Proqureny (Bernardin) [Brrnarpinvs A Prconro], Cistercian monk : Epistolarum 
Pauli triplex expositio, cum analysi, paraphrasi et commentariis. 

2°, Paris. 1703. 

Porrrr (Lanzelotto) [AmBroeio CaTarrto], + 1553, Archbishop of Conza : Com- 

mentarius in omnes divi Pauli et alias septem canonicas Epistolas. 
2°, Romae, 1546 al. 

Possmyt (August), c, 1715, Pastor at Zittau: Richtige Erklirung der Epistel 
Pauli an die Rémer.. . 4°, Zittau, 1696, 

Prmastus, ¢. 550, Bishop of Adrumetum : Commentaria in Epistolas Pauli. 
(Bibl. Max. Patrum., X.] 
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Przipzcoy or PrzypKowsky (Samuel), | 1670, Socinian teacher : Cogitationes 
sacrae ad omnes Epistolas apostolicas. 
, 20, Eleutheropoli [Amstel.], 1692. 
Purpvs (Edward), M.A. : A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, with a 
revised translation. 8°, Dubl. 1855. 
Pye (Thomas), D.D., + 1756, Vicar of Lynn: A Paraphrase, with some notes 
on the Acts of the Apostles and on all the Epistles of the New Tes- 
tament. 8°, Lond. 1725 al. 


QuistorP (Johann), +1648, Superintendent at Rostock : Commentarius in omnes 
Epistolas Paulinas. 4°, Rostoch, 1652. 


Razsanus Mavnvs, } 856, Archbishop of Mentz: Enarrationum in Epistolas B. 
Pauli libri triginta. [Opera.] 
Rampach (Johann Jakob), + 1735, Superintendent in Giessen: Ausfiihrliche 
und griindliche Erklirung der Epistel Pauli an die Romer. 
4°, Bremae, 1738. 
Introductio historico-theologica in Ep. P. ad Romanos, cum Martini 
Lutheri Praefatione variis observationibus exegeticis illustrata. 
8°, Halae, 1727. 
Recut (Johann Georg), Prof. Theol. in Géttingen: Versuch einer ausfiihr- 
lichen Erklirung des Briefes Pauli an die Rémer, mit historischen 
Hinleitungen und exegetisch-dogmatischen Excursen. 
8°, Gotting. 1833-4. 
Commentarius criticus in Novum Testamentum, quo loca graviora et 
difficiliora lectionis dubiae accurate recensentur et explicantur. 
Tom. I.—UI. Epistolas Paulinas et catholicas continentes. 
4° et 8°. Gotting. 1853-62. 
Rerrumayr (Franz Xaver), + 1871, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Munich : Commentar 
zum Briefe an die Rémer. 8°, Regensburg, 1845. 
Remicivs (of Auxerre), +899. See Hayrmo. 
Roxuiock (Robert), ¢ 1598, Principal of the University of Edinburgh: Analysis 
dialectica in Pauli apostoli Epistolam ad Romanos... 
8° Edin, 1594 al. 
Rots (Richard), Prof. Theol. in Heidelberg: Neuer Versuch einer Auslegung 
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EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS, 


INTRODUCTION. 


§ 1. Skercu or THE ApostTie’s Lire. 


a ») 


AUL, who received this Roman name, according to Jerome, 
Catal. 5—and from Acts xiii. 9, this view seems the most 
probable ’—on occasion of the conversion of Sergius Paulus 
the Roman Proconsul of Cyprus, but was at his circumcision 
named aN? was the son of Jewish parents belonging to the 

tribe of Benjamin (Rom. xi. 1 ; Phil. iii. §), and was born at Tarsus * (Acts ix. 

11, xxi. 39, xxii. 3), a réAu¢ peydan cal eddaiuerv (Xen. Anab. i. 2, 28) of ancient 

renown, founded according to the legend by Perseus, in Cilicia. The year 

of his birth is quite uncertain (A.p. 10-15 ?) ; but it is certain that he was 
of Pharisaic descent (see on Acts xxiii. 6), and that his father was a Roman 
citizen (see on Acts xvi. 87). He therefore possessed by birth this right of 
citizenship, which subsequently had so important a bearing on his labours 
and his fate (Acts xxii. 27 f.). Of his first youthful training in his native 
city, where arts and sciences flourished (Strabo, xiv. 5, 13, p. 673), we 
know nothing ; but it was probably conducted by his Pharisaic father in 
entire accordance with Pharisaic principles (Phil. iii. 5 ; Gal. i. 14), so that 
the boy was prepared for a Pharisaic rabbinical school at Jerusalem. While 
yet in early youth (Acts xxii. 3, xxvi. 4, comp. vil. 58; Gal. i. 14 ; Tholuck, 


overcame Elymas as the little David over- 


1 See the particulars on Acts xiii. 9. 
came Goliath. 


2 Since both names were generally cur- 


rent, every attempt to explain their mean- 
ing in reference to our Paul is utterly 
arbitrary—from that of Augustine, accord- 
ing to whom he was called Saul as persecutor 
(as Saul persecuted David), and Paulus as 
praedicator (namely, as the minimus apos- 
tolorum, 1 Cor. xv. 9), down to Umbreit’s 
play on the word apd (the made one, 
created anew) in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1852, p. 377 f., and Lange’s fancy that the 
Apostle was called the Uitte, because he 


2 Not at Gischala in Galilee, according to 
the statement of Jerome, de Vir. ill. 5 
(comp. also what he says on Philem. 28), 
which cannot be taken into consideration 
after the Apostle’s own testimony (see 
especially Acts xxii. 3), unless with Krenkel 
(Paulus d. Ap. d. Heiden, 1869, p. 215). we 
distrust the accounts of the Book of Acts 
even in such a point lying beyond the scope 
of its dogmatic tendency. 
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in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, p. 364 ff.; also in his Vermischte Schr. Il. p. 274 
ff.) he was transferred to Jerusalem, where he had perhaps even then rela- 
tives (Acts xxiii. 16), though there is no evidence that the entire family 
migrated thither (Ewald). He entered a training-school of Pharisaic theol- 
ogy, and became a rabbinic pupil of the universally honoured (Acts v. 34) 
Gamaliel (Acts xxii. 3), who, notwithstanding his strict orthodoxy (Light- 
foot, ad Matt. p. 33), shows himself (Acts v. 34 ff.) a man of wise modera- 
tion of judgment.’ In accordance with a custom, which was rendered nec- 
essary by the absence of any regular payment of the Rabbins and was very 
salutary for their independence (see on Mark vi. 3, and Delitzsch, Handwer- 
kerleben zur Zeit Jesu,* 1868, V.), the youthful Saul combined with his rab- 
binical culture the learning of a trade—tentmaking (Acts xviii. 3)—to 
which he subsequently, even when an apostle, applied himself in a way 
highly honourable and remarkably conducive to the blessing of his official 
labours, and for that reason he felt a just satisfaction in it (Acts xviii. 3, xx. 
34; 1 Thess. ii. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 7 ff. ; 1 Cor. iv. 12, ix. 6, xii. 15; 2 Cor. xi. 8, xii. 
18). At the feet of Gamaliel he of course received an instruction which, as to 
form and matter, was purely rabbinic ; and hence his epistles exhibit, in 
the mode in which they unfold their teaching, a more or less distinct rab- 
binico-didactic impress. But it was natural also that his susceptible and 
active mind should not remain unaffected by Hellenic culture, when he 
came into contact with it; and how could he escape such contact in Jerusa- 
lem, whither Hellenists flocked from all quarters under heaven? This 
serves to explain a dilettante? acquaintance on his part with Greek literary 
works, which may certainly be recognized in Acts xvii. 28, if not also in 
1 Cor. xv. 33 (Tit. i. 12); and which, perhaps already begun in Tarsus, may 
have been furthered, without its being sought, by his subsequent relations of 
intercourse with Greeks of all countries and of all ranks. It is impossible to 
determine how much or how little of the virtues of his character, and of the 
acuteness, subtlety, and depth of lofty intellect which he displayed as apos- 
tle, he owed to the influence of Gamaliel ; for his conversion had as its re- 
sult so entire a change in his nature, that we cannot distinguish—and we 
should not attempt to distingiish—what elements of it may have grown out 
of the training of his youth, or to what extent they have done so. We can 
only recognize this much in general, that Saul, with excellent natural gifts, 


1 See traits of the mild liberality of senti- 
ment, which marked this grandson of the 
celebrated Hillel, quoted from the Rabbins 
in Tholuck, /.c. p. 878. The fact that never- 
theless the youthful Saul developed into a 
zealot cannot warrant any doubt, in opposi- 
tion to Acts viii. 34ff., as to his having been 
Gamaliel’s pupil (such as Hausrath ex- 
presses, newt. Zeitgesch. Il. p. 419 ff.). 

2 The exaggerations of the older writers 
(see e.g. Schramm, de sTUPENDA eruditione 
Pauli, Herborn. 1710) are pure inventions of 
fancy. So too is Schrader’s opinion, that 
Paul had by Greek culture prepared him- 


self to be a Jewish missionary, a prose- 
lytizer. Itcannot even be proved that he 
formed his diction on the model of particu- 
lar authors, such as Demosthenes (Késter 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 805 ff.). The 
comparisons instituted with a view to es- 
tablish this point are too weak and general. 
How many similar parallels might be col- 
lected, e.g. from Plato, and even from the 
tragedians ! On the whole the general re- 
mark of Jerome, at Gal. iv. 24, is very ap- 
propriate: ‘ P. scisse, licet non ad perfectum, 
literas saeculares.” 
* Translation pub. by Funk & Wagnalis. 
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with the power of an acute intellect, lively feelings, and strong will, was, 
under the guidance of his teacher, not merely equipped with Jewish theo- 
logical knowledge and dialectic art, but had his mind also directed with 
lofty national enthusiasm towards divine things ; and that, however deeply 
he felt sin to be the sting of death (Rom. vii. 7 ff.), he was kept free (Phil. 
ii. 6) from the hypocritical depravity which was at that time prevalent 
among Pharisees of the ordinary type (Schrader, IL. p. 23 ff.; comp. also 
Keim, Gesch, Jesu, I. p. 265). Nevertheless it is also certain that the mod- 
eration and mildness of the teacher did not communicate themselves to the 
character of the disciple, who, on the contrary, imbibed in a high degree 
that prevailing rigour of Pharisaism, the spirit of which no Gamaliel could 
by his individual practical wisdom exorcise. He became a distinguished 
zealot for the honour of Jehovah and the law (Acts xxii. 3), as well as for 
Pharisaic principles (Gal. i. 14), and displayed all the recklessness and vio- 
lence which are wont to appear, when fiery youthful spirits concentrate all 
their energies on the pursuit of an idea embraced with thorough enthusiasm. 
His zeal was fed with abundant fuel and more and more violently inflamed, 
when the young Christian party growing up in Jerusalem became an object 
of hostility as dangerously antagonistic to the theocracy and legal orthodoxy 
(comp. Acts vi. 13, 14), and at length formal persecution broke out with the 
stoning of Stephen. Even on that occasion Saul, although still in a very 
subordinate capacity, as merely a youth in attendance,’ took a willing and 
active part (Acts viii. 1, xxii. 20) ; but soon afterwards he came forward on 
his own account as a persecutor of the Christians, and, becoming far and 
wide a terror to the churches of Judaea (Gal. i. 22 f.), he raged against the 
Christians with a violence so resolute and persistent (Acts xxii. 3 f., xxvi. 
10 ff.), that his conduct at this time caused him ever afterwards the deepest 
humiliation and remorse (1 Cor. xv. 8, 9; Gal. i. 18 ; Eph. iii. 8 ; Phil. iii. 
6; comp. 1 Tim. i. 13). Yet precisely such a character as Saul—who, full 
of a keen but for the time misdirected love of truth and piety, devoted with- 
out selfish calculation his whole energies to the idea which he had once em- 
braced as his highest and holiest concernment—was, in the purpose of God, 
to become the chief instrument for the proclamation and extension of the 
divine work, of which he was still for the moment the destructive ad- 
versary. A transformation so extraordinary required extraordinary means. 
Accordingly when Saul, invested with full powers by the Sanhedrin (Acts 
ix. 1, xxvi. 9), was carrying his zealous labours beyond the bounds of Pales- 
tine, there took place near Damascus (35 A.D.) that wonderful appearance to 
him of the exalted Jesus in heavenly glory (see on Acts ix. 3; 1 Cor. ix. 1, 
xv. 8) which arrested him (Phil. iii. 12), and produced no less a result than 
that Saul—thereby divinely called, and subsequently favoured with an in- 
ward divine revelation of the Son of God? (see on Gal. i. 15 f.)—gradually 


1Not as a married man or already a __ sent the Gospel of Paulas having originated 
widower, of about thirty years of age, from the intrinsic action of his own mind, 
(Bwald, Hausrath); comp. on Acts vii. 58, and the event at Damascus as a visionary 
2The attempts of the Tiibingen school picture drawn from his own spirit, are 
(especially of Baur and Holsten) to repre- noticed and refuted at Acts ix., and by 
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‘became, under the further guidance of the divine Spirit and in the school of 
his own experiences so full of trial, the Apostle, who by the most extensive 
and most successful proclamation of the Gospel, especially among the Gen- 
tiles, and by his triumphant liberation of that Gospel from the fetters of 
Mosaism on the one hand and from the disturbing influences of the current 
theosophic speculations on the other, did more than all the other apostles— 
he, the Thirteenth, more than the Twelve, who had been called in the first 
instance for the dwdexa@baov of Israel (Gal. ii. 9 ; 1 Cor. xv. 10). His con- 
version was completed through Ananias, who was directed to him by means 
of an appearance of Christ (Acts ix. 10 ff.); and, having been baptized, he 
at once after a few days, in the resolute consciousness of his spiritual life 
transformed with a view to his apostolic vocation (Gal. i. 16), preached in 
the synagogues of Damascus Jesus’ as being the Son of God (Acts x. 19 f.). 
For all half-heartedness was foreign to him ; now too he was, whatever he 
was, thoroughly, and this energetic unity of his profound nature was now 
sanctified throughout by the living spirit of Christ. His apostolic labours at 
Damascus, the birthplace of his regenerate life, lasted three years, inter- 
rupted however by a journey to Arabia (Gal. i. 17), the object of which most 
probably was to make merely a preliminary and brief trial of his ministry in 
a foreign field.? 

Persecution on the part of the Jews—which was subsequently so often, 
according to the Divine counsel, the salutary means of extending the sphere 


Beyschlag in the Stud. uw. Krit. 1870, 1. 
Compare generally Dorner, Gesch. d. prot. 
Theol. p. 829 ff. 

1 The chief facts in the life of Jesus could 
not but have been already known to him 
in a general way, whilst he was actively 
opposing the Christians at Jerusalem ; but 
now, for the first time, there dawned upon 
him the saving knowledge of these facts and 
of their truth, and his constant intercourse 
with believers henceforth deepened more 
and more this saving knowledge. Thus, 
following the living historical tradition 
within the circle of Christianity under the 
influence of the Christ revealed in him, he 
became the most important witness for the 
history of Jesus apart from the Gospels. 
Comp. Keim, Geschichte Jesu, I. p. 36 ff.; also 
Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. II. p. 457. But 
that he had seen Christ Himself, cannot be 
inferred from 2 Cor. y. 16; see on that 
passage. 

* Schrader, Kéllner, Kohler (Adfassungen 
d. epistol. Schr. p. 43 f.), Riickert, and Schott 
on Gal. Z.c., Holsten, Dédllinger, Krenkel, 
and others, think that Paul withdrew im- 
mediately after his conversion to a neigh- 
bouring desert of Arabia, in order to pre- 
pare himself in retirement for his calling. 
Compare also Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. I. 
p. 455, This view is decidedly at variance 


with Acts ix. 19, 20, where the immediate 
public teaching at Damascus, a few days 
after the conversion, receives very studious 
prominence. But we should only have to 
assume such an inconsistency with the pas- 
sage in Acts, in the event of that assumed 
object of the Arabian journey being exe- 
getically deducible from the Apostle’s own 
words in Gal. i. 17, which, however, is byno 
means the case. Luke, it is true, makes no 
mention at all of the Arabian journey; but 
for that very reason it is highly improbable 
that it had as its object asilent preparation 
for his official work. For in that case the 
analogous instances of other famous teach- 
ers who had prepared themselves in the 
desert for their future calling (Ex. xxiv. 18, 
xxxiv. 28; Deut, ix. 9; 1 Kings xix. 8), and 
the example of John the Baptist, and even 
of Christ Himself, would have made the 
fact seem too important either to have re- 
mained wholly unknown to Luke, or to 
have been passed over without notice in 
his history ; although Hilgenfeld and Zeller 
suppose him to have omitted it éntentionally. 
On the other hand, we cannot suppose that 
the sojourn in Arabia, extended over the 
whole, or nearly the whole of the three 
years (Eichhorn, Hemsen, Anger, Ewald, 
Laurent, and older expositors), See gener- 
ally on Gal. i. 17, 
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of the Apostle’s labours—compels him to escape from Damascus (Acts ix. 
19-26 ; 2 Cor. xi. 32 f.); and he betakes himself to the mother-church of 
the faith on account of which he has suffered persecution in a foreign land, 
proceeding to Jerusalem (A.D. 38), in order to make the personal acquaint- 
ance of Peter (Gal. i. 18). At first regarded by the believers there with dis- 
trust, he was, through the loving intervention of Barnabas (Acts ix. 27 tea) 
admitted into the relation of a colleague to the Apostles, of whom, however, 
only Peter and James the brother of the Lord were present (Gal. i. 19). 
His first apostolic working at Jerusalem was not to last more than fifteen 
days (Gal. i. 18); already had the Lord by an appearance in the temple 
(Acts xxii. 17 ff.) directed him to depart to the Gentiles ; already were the 
Hellenists resident in the city seeking his life; and he therefore withdrew 
through Syria to his native place (Acts ix. 30; Gal. i. 20). Here he seems to 
have lived and worked wholly in quiet retirement, till at length Barnabas, 
who had appreciated the greatness and importance of the extraordinary man, 
went from Antioch, where just at that time Gentile Christianity had estab- 
lished its first church, to seek him out at Tarsus, and brought him thence 
to the capital of Syria ; where both devoted themselves for a whole year 
(A.D. 48) without interruption to the preaching of the Gospel (Acts xi. 25, 
26). We know not whether it was during this period (see Anger, temp. rat. 
p. 104 ff.), or during his sojourn in Cilicia (seé Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 440, 
ed. 3), that the Apostle became the subject of that spiritual ecstasy and 
revelation which, even after the lapse of fourteen years, continued to be re- 
garded by him as so extremely remarkable (2 Cor. xii. 2-4). 

But the great famine was now approaching, which, foretold at Antioch 
by the prophet Agabus from Jerusalem, threatened destruction to the 
churches of Judaea. On this account the brethren at Antioch, quite in the 
spirit of their new brotherly love, resolved to forward pecuniary aid to Ju- 
daea ; and entrusted its transmission to Barnabas and Saul (Acts xi. 27-80). 
After the execution of this commission (4.pD. 44), in carrying out which 
however Saul at least cannot have gone all the way to Jerusalem (see on 
Gal. ii. 1), the two men were formally and solemnly consecrated by the 
church at Antioch as apostles to the Gentiles (Acts xiii. 1-3); and Saul now 
undertook—at first with, but afterwards without, Barnabas—his missionary 
journeys so fruitful in results. In the course of these journeys he was wont, 
where there were Jews, to attempt the fulfilment of his office in the first in- 
stance among them, in accordance with what he knew to be the divine 
order (Rom. i. 16, xv. 8 ff.), and with his own deep love towards his nation 
(Rom. ix. 1 ff.); but when, as was usually the case, he was rejected by the 
Jews, he displayed the light of Christ before the Gentiles. And in all va- 
riety of circumstances he exhibited a vigour and versatility of intellect, an 
acuteness and depth, clearness and consistency, of thought, a purity and 
steadfastness of purpose, an ardour of disposition, an enthusiasm of effort, 
a wisdom of conduct, a firmness and delicacy of practical tact, a strength 
and freedom of faith, a fervour and skill of eloquence, a heroic courage 
amidst dangers, a love, self-denial, patience, and humility, and along with 
all this a lofty power of gifted genius, which secure for the Saul whom 
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Christ made His chosen instrument the reverence and admiration of all 
time.’ 

In accordance with the narrative of Acts, three? missionary journeys of 
the Apostle may be distinguished; and in the description of these we may 
insert the remaining known facts of his history. 

(1.) On his consecration as Apostle to the Gentiles, Paul went along with 
Barnabas the Cyprian, and with Mark accompanying them as apostolic ser- 
vant, first of all to the neighbouring Cyprus; where, after his advance from 
Salamis to Paphos, his work was crowned by a double success—the humilia- 
tion of the goetes Elymas, and the conversion of the proconsul Sergius Pau- 
lus (Acts xiii. 6-12). Then Pamphylia, where Mark parted from the apos- 
tles (xiii. 13), Pisidia and Lycaonia became in turn fields of his activity, in 
which, together with Barnabas, he founded churches and organized them 
by the appointment of presbyters (xiv. 23). At one time receiving divine 
honours on account of a miracle (xiv. 11 ff.), at another persecuted and 
stoned (xiii. 50, xiv. 5, 19), he, after coming down from Perga to Attalia, 
returned to the mother-church at Antioch. 

While Paul and Barnabas were here enjoying a quiet sojourn of some du- 
ration among the brethren (Acts xiv. 28), there came down from Judaea 
Pharisaic Christians jealous for the law, who required the Gentile converts 
to submit to circumcision as a condition of Messianic salvation (Acts xv. 1; 
Gal. ii. 4). It was natural that this demand should encounter a decided 
opponent in the highly enlightened and liberal-minded Paul, whose lively 
assurance of the truth, resting on revelation and upheld by his own experi- 
ence, could tolerate no other condition of salvation than faith in Christ; 
and in consequence both he and the like-minded Barnabas became entangled 
in no small controversy (Acts xv. 2). The dispute involved the fundament- 
al essence and independent standing of Christianity and the whole freedom 
of a Christian man, and was therefore of such importance that the church 
at Antioch, with a view to its settlement, deputed their most influential 
men, Paul, who also received a revelation for this purpose (Gal. ii. 2), and 
Barnabas along with some others (Paul also took Titus with him, Gal. ii. 1), 
to proceed to Jerusalem (fourteen years after the Apostle’s first journey 
thither, a.p. 52), and there discuss with the apostles and elders the points 


1Comp. Holsten, l.c. Hvang. d. Paul. u. 
Petr. p. 88 ff.; Luthardt, d@. Ap. Paul. e. Le- 
bensbild, 1869; Krenkel, Paul. d@. Ap. ad. Hei- 
den, 1869; Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. I. 
1872; Grau, Hntwickelungsgesch. ad. neutest. 


with His death and resurrection—in the 
subjective living and moving in Christ, and 
of Christ in him. Comp. Grau. J.c. p. 15 ff. 
2 The supposition that there were other 
chief journeys, which, it is alleged, are left 


Schriftth. 1871, Il. p. 10f.; also Sabatier, 
Vapotre Paul, esquisse @une histoire de sa 
pensée, Strasb, 1870. Still the history of the 
spiritual development of the Apostle can- 
not be so definitely and sharply divided in- 
to periods as Sabatier has tried to do. See, 
against this, the appropriate remarks of 
Gess, Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 159 ff. The 
motive power and unity of all his working 
lay in his inward fellowship with Christ, 


unnoticed in the Acts (Schrader), is quite 
incompatible with the course of the history 
as there given. He must, however, have 
made many subordinate journeys, for the 
Book of Acts is far from giving a complete 
account of his labours, as is clearly shown 
by various intimations in the Epistles. For 
example, how many journeys and events 
not noticed in the Acts must be assumed in 
connection with 2 Cor. xi. 14 ff. ? 
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in dispute. And how happy was the result of this so-called Apostolic Coun- 
cil/ Paul laid the Gospel which he preached to the Gentiles before the 
church, and the apostles in particular, with the best effect (Gal. ii. 2, 6); 
and, as to the point of circumcision, not even his apostolic associate Titus, a 
Gentile, was subjected to the circumcision demanded by members of the 
church who were zealous for the law. With unyielding firmness Paul con- 
tended for the truth of the Gospel. The apostles who were present—James 
the brother of the Lord, Peter and John—approved of his preaching among, 
and formally recognized him as Apostle to, the Gentiles (Gal. ii. 1-10); and 
he and Barnabas, accompanied by the delegates of the church at Jerusalem, 
Judas Barsabas and Silas, returned to Antioch bearers of a decree (Acts xv. 
28-80) favourable to Christian freedom from the law, and important asa 
provisional measure for the further growth of the church (Acts xvi. 4 f.), 
though not coming up to that complete freedom of the Gospel which Paul 
felt himself bound to claim, and for this reason, as well as in virtue of his 
consciousness of independence as Apostle to the Gentiles, not urged by him 
in his Epistles. Here they prosecuted afresh their preaching of Christ, 
though not always without disturbance on the part of Jewish Christians, so 
that Paul was compelled in the interest of Christian freedom openly to op- 
pose and to admonish even Peter, who had been carried away into dissimu- 
lation, especially seeing that the other Jewish Christians, and even Barna- 
bas, had allowed themselves to be tainted by that dissimulation (Gal. ii. 11 
ff.). Paul had nevertheless the welfare of his foreign converts too much at 
heart to permit his wishing to prolong his stay in Antioch (Acts xv. 36). 
He proposed to Barnabas a journey in which they should visit those con- 
verts, but fell into a-dispute with him in consequence of the latter desiring 
to take Mark (Acts xv. 37-39)—a dispute which had the beneficial conse- 
quence for the church, that the two men, each of whom was qualified to fill 
a distinct field of labour, parted from one another and never again worked 
in conjunction. 

(2.) Paul, accompanied by Silas, entered on a second missionary journey 
(A.D. 52). He went through Syria and Cilicia, strengthening the Christian 
life of the churches (Acts xv. 41) ; and then through Lycaonia, where at 
Lystra (see on Acts xvi. 1) he associated with himself Timothy, whom he 
circumcised—apart however from any connection with the controversy as to 
the necessity of circumcision (see on Acts xvi. 3)—with a view to prevent 
his ministry from causing offence among the Jews. He also traversed Phry- 
gia and Galatia (Acts xvi. 6), in the latter of which he was compelled by 
bodily weakness to make a stay, and so took occasion to plant the churches 
there (Gal. iv. 13). When he arrived at Troas, he received in a vision by 
night a call from Christ to go to Macedonia (xvi. 8 ff.). In obedience to 
this call he stepped for the first time on the soil of Europe, and caused 
Christianity to take permanent root in every place to which he carried his 
ministry. For in Macedonia he laid the foundation of the churches at Phi- 
lippi, Thessalonica, and Beroea (Acts xvi. 12 ff., xvii. 1 ff., 10 ff.); and then, 
driven away by repeated persecutions (comp. also 1 Thess. ii. 1f., i. 6)—but 
leaving Silas and Timothy behind in Beroea (Acts xvii. 14)—he brought to 
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Christ His first-fruits even in Athens, where he was treated by the philoso- 
phers partly with contempt and partly with ridicule (Acts xvii. 16 ff.). 
But in that city, whence he despatched Timothy, who had in the mean- 
while again rejoined him, to Thessalonica (1 Thess. iii. i ff.), he was unable 
to found a church. The longer and more productive was his labour in 
Corinth, whither he betook himself on leaving Athens (Acts xvii. 1 ff). 
There, where Silas and Timothy soon joined him, he founded the church 
which Apollos afterwards watered (1 Cor. iii. 6, 10, iv. 15, ix. 1); and for 
more than a year and a half (Acts xviii. 11, 18; a.p. 53 and 54)—during 
which period he received support from Macedonia (2 Cor. xi. 9), as he had 
previously on several occasions from the Philippians (Phil. iv. 15 f.)—over- 
came the wisdom of the world by the preaching of the Crucified One (1 Cor. 
ii. 1 ff.). The relation here formed with his fellow-craftsman Aquila (Acts 
xviii.1 ff.), who as a Roman emigrant was sojourning with his wife Priscilla 
in Corinth, could not fail to exercise essential influence on the Christian 
church at Rome (Rom. xvi. 3). In Corinth he wrote also at this time the 
first of his doctrinal Epistles preserved to us—those to the Thessalonians. 
Corinth was the terminus of his second missionary journey. From Corinth 
he started on his return, not however taking a direct course, but first mak- 
ing by way of Ephesus (whither he brought Aquila and Priscilla with him) 
a journey to Jerusalem to attend a festival (Acts xviii. 18-22; a.p. 55), 
whence, without prolonging his stay, he returned to the bosom of the 
Syrian mother-church. But he did not remain there long (Acts xviii. 23); 
his apostolic zeal soon impelled him to set out once more. 

(3.) He made his third missionary tour through Galatia and Phrygia, 
strengthening the churches which he had founded from town to town (Acts 
XvViii. 23); and traversed Asia Minor as far as Hphesus, where for nearly 
three years (A.D. 56-58) he laboured with peculiar power and fervour and 
with eminent success (Acts xix. 1-xx. 1), although also assailed by severe 
trials (Acts xx. 19; 1 Cor. xv. 32, comp. 2 Cor. i. 8). This sojourn of the 
Apostle was also highly beneficial for other churches than that at Ephesus; 
for not only did he thence make a journey to Corinth, which city he now 
visited for the second time (see on 2 Cor. introd. § 2), but he also wrote 
‘towards the end of that sojourn what is known to us as the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians, receiving subsequently intelligence of the impression made 
‘by it from Timothy, whom he had sent to Corinth before he wrote, as well 
‘as from Titus, whom he had sent after writing it. The Epistle to the Gala- 
tians was also issued from Ephesus. He was impelled to leave this city by 
his steadfast resolution now to transfer his labours to the far West, and in- 
‘deed to Rome itself, but before doing so to revisit and exhort to steadfast- 
ness in the faith his Macedonian and Achaean converts (Acts xix. 21, xx. 2), 
‘as well as once more to go to Jerusalem (Acts xix. 21). Accordingly, after 
Demetrius the silversmith had raised a tumult against him (Acts xix. 24 ff.), 
which however proved fruitless, and after having suffered in Asia other se- 
vere afflictions (2 Cor. i. 8), he travelled through Macedonia, whither he 
went by way of Troas (2 Cor. ii. 12). And here, after having been joined 
by both Timothy and Titus from Corinth, Paul wrote the Second Epis- 
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tle to the Corinthians. He then remained three months in Achaia (Acts xx. 
8) where he issued from Corinth—which he now visited for the third time 
(2 Cor. xii. 14, xiii, 1)—his Epistle to the Romans. Paul now regards his 
calling in the sphere of labour which he has hitherto occupied as fulfilled, 
and is impelled to pass beyond it-(2 Cor. x. 15 f.); Ite has preached the 
Gospel from Jerusalem as far as Illyria (Rom. xv. 19, 23); he desires to go 
by way of Rome to Spain, as soon as he shall have conveyed to Jerusalem a 
collection gathered in Macedonia and Greece (Rom. xv. 23 ff.). But it 
does not escape his foreboding spirit that suffering and tribulation await 
him in Judaea (Rom. xv. 30 ff.). 

The Apostle’s missionary labours may be regarded as closed with this last 
sojourn in Achaia ; for he now entered on his return journey to Jerusalem, 
in consequence of which the capital of the world was to become the closing 
scene of his labours and sufferings. Hindered solely by Jewish plots from 
sailing directly from Achaia to Syria, he returned once more to Macedonia, 
and after Easter crossed from Philippi to Troas (Acts xx. 3-6), where his 
companions, who had set out previously, awaited him. Coming thence to 
Miletus, he bade a last farewell with touching fervour and solemnity to the 
presbyters of his beloved church of Ephesus (Acts xx. 17 ff.) ; for he was firmly 
convinced in his own mind, filled as it was by the Spirit, that he was going 
to meet bonds and afflictions (xx. 23). At Tyre he was warned by the 
Christians not to goup to Jerusalem (xxi. 4); at Caesarea Agabus an- © 
nounced to him with prophetic precision the approaching loss of his free- 
dom (xxi. 10 ff.), and his friends sought with tears to move him even now 
to return ; but nothing could in the least degree shake his determination to 
follow absolutely the impulse of the Spirit, which urged him towards 
Jerusalem (xx. 22). He went thither (4.p. 59) with heroic self-denial and 
yielding of himself to the divine purpose, in like manner as formerly the 
Lord Himself made His last pilgrimage to the Jewish capital. Arriving 
there shortly before Pentecost—for his object was not only to convey to the 
‘ prethren the gifts of love collected for them, but also to celebrate the 
national festival, Acts xxiv. 17—he was induced by James and the pres- 
byters to undertake immediately on the following day, for the sake of the 
Judaists, a Nazarite vow (xxi. 17 ff.). But, while it was yet only the fifth 
day of this consecration (see on Acts xxiv. 11), the Asiatic Jews fell upon 
him in the temple, accusing him of having, as an enemy of the law and the 
temple, brought Gentiles with him into the holy place ; and they would 
have killed him, had not the tribune of the fort Antonia rescued him by 
military force from their hands (xxi. 28-34). In vain he defended himself 
before the people (Acts xxii.), and on the following day before the Sanhedrin 
(xxiii. 1-10) ; but equally in vain was a plot now formed by certain Jews 
who had bound themselves by an oath to put him to death (xxiii. 11-22) ; 
for the tribune, when informed of it, had the Apostle conducted imme- 
diately to the Procurator Felix at Caesarea (xxiii. 23-35). Felix was base 
enough, in spite of Paul’s excellent defence, to detain him as a prisoner for 
two years, in the expectation even of receiving a bribe ; and on his depart- 
ure from the province, from a wish to gratify the Jews, left the Apostle to 
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be dealt with by Porcius Festus his successor (summer, A.D. 61), Acts xxiv. 
Even from the more equitable Festus, before whom the Jews renewed their 
accusations and Paul the defence of his innocence, he did not receive the 
justice that was his due ; wherefore he found himself compelled to make a 
formal appeal to thé Emperor (xxv. 1-12). Before this date however, whilst 
living in the hope of a speedy release, he had written at Caesarea his Epis- 
tles to the Ephesians, Colossians, and Philemon (which are usually assigned to 
the Roman captivity) ; see on Eph. introd. § 2. His appeal, notwithstand- 
ing the unanimously favourable opinions pronounced regarding him (Acts 
xxvi.) after his solemn defence of himself before King Agrippa I. and his 
sister (xxv. 13 ff.), was necessarily followed by his transference from Caesarea 
to Rome. During the autumn voyage, on which he was accompanied by 
Luke and Aristarchus, danger succeeded danger, after the Apostle’s wise 
warnings were despised (Acts xxvii. 10, 11, 21) ; and it was only in conse- 
quence of his advice being afterwards followed (Acts xxvii. 30-36) that all 
were saved and, after the stranding of their vessel at Malta, happily landed 
to pass the winter on that island. In the following spring he saw Rome, 
though not—as it had been so long his earnestly cherished wish to visit it 
(Rom. i. 10 ff.)—as the free herald of the Gospel. Still he there enjoyed 
the favour—after receiving a custodia militaris—of being permitted to dwell 
in his own hired house and to continue without interruption his work of in- 
struction among all who came to him. This mild imprisonment lasted two 
full years (from the spring of 62) : and as at this time his intrepid fidelity 
to his office failed not to make oral proclamation of the kingdom of God 
(Acts xxviii. 30, 31; Phil. i. 12 ff.), so in particular the Hpistle to the Philip- 
pians, which emanated from this time of captivity, is a touching proof of 
that fidelity, as well as of the love which he still received and showed, of the 
sufferings which he endured, and of the resignation and hope which alter- 
nated within him. This letter of love may be called his swan’s song. The 
two years’ duration of his further imprisonment did not decide his cause ; 
and it does not make his release by any means self-evident,’ for Luke re- 
ports nothing from this period respecting the progress of the Apostle’s trial. 
But now all at once we lose all trustworthy accounts bearing on the further 
course of his fate ; and only thus much can be gathered from the testi- 
monies of ecclesiastical writers as historically certain, that he died the death 
of a martyr at Rome under Nero, and nearly at the same time? as Peter 
suffered crucifixion at the same place. See the testimonies in Credner, Hin. 
I. p. 318 ff. ; Kunze, praecip. Patrum testim., guae ad mort. P. spect., Gott. 


1 Tn opposition to Stélting, Beitr. z. Hxeg. |Rome—as, following Baur and others, Lip- 
d. Paul. Br. p. 195. sius, Chronol. d. Rdm. Bischdfe, 1869, and 

2 Whether Peter suffered martyrdom Quellen a. R6m. Petrussage, 1872, and Gun- 
somewhat earlier than Paul (Ewald), or  dert in the Jahrb. 7. D. Th. 1869, p. 306 fis. 
some time later, cannot be made out from seek to prove (see the earlier literature on 
Clement, Cor. I. 5, any more than from the question in Bleek’s Hinleitung, p. 562)— 
other sources. Moreoyer this question is cannot, in view of the church tradition, be 
bound up with that as to the place and maintained. The discussion of this question 
time of the composition of the First Epistle in detail belongs to another place. 
of Peter. But that Peter never came to 
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1848 ; and generally Baur, Paulus, I. p. 248 ff. ed. 2; Wicscler, p. 547 ff. ; 
Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 149 ff. ; from the Catholic point of view, Déllinger, 
Christenth. und Kirche, p. 79 ff. ed. 2. 

The question however arises, Whether this martyrdom (beheading) was 
the issue of his trial at that time (Petavius, Lardner, Schmidt, Eichhorn, 
Heinrichs, Wolf, de altera Pauli captivit. Lips. 1819, 1821, Schrader, Hem- 
sen, K6llner, Winer, Fritzsche, Baur, Schenkel, de Wette, Matthies, Wieseler, 
Schaff, Ebrard, Thiersch, Reuss, Holtzmann, Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 549 f., 
Hausrath, Hilgenfeld, Otto, Volckmar, Krenkel, and others, including 
Rudow, Diss. de argumentis historic., quibus epistolar. pastoral. origo Paul. 
impugnata est, Gott. 1852, p. 6 ff.), or of a second Roman captivity, as has 
been assumed since Eusebius (ii. 22) by the majority of ancient and modern 
writers, including Michaelis, Pearson, Hinlein, Bertholdt, Hug, Heiden- 
reich, Pastoralbr. II. p. 6 ff., Mynster, kl. theol. Schr. p. 291 f., Guericke, 
Bohl, Abjfassungsz. d. Br. an Timoth. u. Tit., Berl. 1829, p. 91 ff., Kéhler,? 
Wurm, Schott, Neander, Olshausen, Kling, Credner, Neudecker, Wiesinger, 
Baumgarten, Lange, apost. Zeitalt. II. i. p. 386 ff., Bleek, Déllinger, Sepp, 
Gams, d. Jahr d. Martyrertodes d. Ap. Petr. u. Paul. 1867, Ewald, Huther, 
and others. Since the testimony of Eusebius, U.c., which is quite of a gen- 
eral character, confessedly has reference merely to a tradition (Adyo¢ éyev), 
which was acceptable to him on account of 2 Tim. iv. 16 f., the historical 
decision of this question turns on the statement of Clemens Romanus.? He 
says, according to Dressel’s text,* 1 Cor. 5: Ava GjAov Kat 6 Mabdoc sropovge 
BpaBetov bréoyev, éxraxic deoua gopéoac, dvyadevieic, AWGacbeic. Kijpvé yevduevog 
év Te TH GvatoAn Kal év TH boel, TO yevvaiov THE TlaTEws avTOv KAéoG EAaBEV, OLKaLo- 
obvyy diddéag bAov Tov Kécpov, Kal ext Td Tépua THE Sboewg éOOV, Kal papruphoag 
éxt Tov Hyovpévov. OdTwo arnAAdyn Tov Kéopov, Kai eg TOY dytov Térov éropetOy, 
Srouorae yevduevoc wéytotoc droypaupdc. This passage, it is thought, indicates 
clearly enough that Paul before his death, passing beyond Italy, had reached 
the farthest limit of the West, Spain,‘ and that therefore a second Roman 


The variations however of the dif- 


1 Who, curiously enough, further assumes 
a third and fourth captivity. 

2 Nothing at all bearing upon our question 
ean be derived from the testimony of 
Dionysius of Corinth, quoted by Euseb. ii. 
25, to which Wiesinger still attaches weight. 
It merely affirms that Peter and Paul having 
come to Italy, there taught, and died as 
martyrs. Comp. Caius ap. Eus. /.¢., Iren. 
Haer. iii. 1; Tertull. Scorp. 15, praescr. 36 ; 
and even the kijpvyua Ilérpov (Clem. Strom. 
vi. 5). These testimonies do not in the least 
suggest the idea of a second presence in 
Rome. 

3 Dressel follows the recension of Jacob- 
son (Oxon. 1838, and 2d ed. 1840), who col- 
lated Cod. A anew, and carefully rectified 
its text of the Epistle first issued by Patri- 
cius Junius (Oxon. 1633), followed substan- 
tially in that form by Cotelerius (Paris 1672), 
and then amended by Wotton (Cantabr. 


1718). 
ferent revisions of the text, whichis only 
preserved, and that in a very faulty form, 
in Cod, A, do not essentially affect the pres- 
ent question. Even the form in which 
Laurent (neutest. Stud. p. 105 ff., and in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1870, p. 185 ff.) gives the text 
of the passage in Clement on the basis of 
Tischendorf’s reproduction of Cod. A, is 
without influence on our question. This 
holds true also with respect to the latest 
critical editions of the Clementine Epistles 
by Hilgenfeld (WV. 7’. extra canonem, 1866, I.), 
by Lightfoot (S. Clement of Rome. The two 
Epistles, etc. 1869), and by Laurent (Clem. 
Rom. ad Cor. epistula, ete. 1870). 

4 So also Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 620 ff. ed. 3, 
who supposes that, when Paul heard in 
Spain of the horrors of the Neronian perse- 
cutions, he hurried back to Rome to bear 
witness for Christianity ; that there he was 
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imprisonment must be assumed. See especially Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, 
p. 51 ff. ; Huther, Pastoralbr. Hinl. p. 32 ff. ed. 8; Lightfoot /.c., who un- 
derstands by répua r. 6. Gades. In opposition to this view we need not seek 
after any different interpretation of 7d répua r. dbcewe ; whether it may be 
taken to signify the western limit appointed to Paul (Baur, Schenkel, Otto)— 
which certainly would be very meaningless—or the line of demarcation be- 
tween East and West (Schrader, Hilgenfeld, apost. Vater, p. 109) ; or even 
the centre of the West (Matthies). But it is to be observed :—1st. That the 
language generally bears a highly rhetorical and hyperbolical character, and, 
‘were it only for this reason, it is very hazardous to interpret the ‘‘limit of 
the West” (rd tépua tic dicewc) with geographical accuracy. And is not 
even the immediately preceding dcxasoc. diddEac bAov Tov Kécuov a flourish of 
exaggeration? 2d. Clement does not speak of East and West from his 
own Roman standpoint, but, as was most naturally accordant with the 
connection and design of his statement, from the standpoint of Paul, into 
whose local relations he in thought transports himself. While the Apostle 
laboured in Asia, he was in the Hast: then he passed over to Greece, and 
thus had become, from his Oriental point of view, a herald also in the West. 
But in the last crisis of his destiny he came even to the far West, as far as 
Rome : and for this idea how naturally, in the midst of the highly coloured 
language which he was using, did the expression ér? 76 répua tie dboewe é2Obv 
suggest itself ! It could not have been misunderstood by the readers, because 
people at Corinth could not but know the place where Paul met hisdeath. 3d. 
Ent Ov 7yovuuévoy denotes (in allusion to Matt. x. 18) the rulers generally, be- 
fore whom Paul gave testimony concerning Christ (uaprvpyoac), after he had 
reached this répua ri¢ dtcewe. Ifthe latter denotes Rome, then we may without 
hesitation, on historical grounds, conclude that the rulers are those Roman 
magistrates before whom Paul made his defence in Rome. But if Spain 
should be the ‘‘ goal of the West,” we should find ourselves carried by the 
paptuphoac éxt Tov Hyouu. to some scene of judicial procedure zm Spain ; and 
would it not in that case be necessary to assume a sojourn of the Apostle 
there, which that very trial would render specially memorable? But how 
opposed to such a view is the fact, that no historical trace, at all certain, is 
preserved of any church founded by Paul in Spain! For the testimonies to 
this effect adduced by Gams, Kirchengesch. v. Spanien, p. 26, Sepp, Gesch. 
der Ap. p. 314, ed. 2, and others, contain nothing but traditions, which 
have merely arisen from the hypothetical Spanish journey of Paul. And to 
say with Huther that the Apostle had travelled (¢A@év) to Spain, but had not 
laboured there, is to have recourse to an explanation at variance with the in- 
trinsic character of Paul himself and with the context of Clement. Besides, 
according to Rom. xv. 23 f., Paul desired to transfer his ministry, that was 
accomplished in the East, to Spain. 4th. If émt 7d répua t. dboewe é2POv Was 
intended to transport the reader to Spain, then it would be most natural, 
since obrwe sums up the previous participial clauses, to transfer the arnaAdyn 


arrested, placed once more on trial, and the Book of Acts itself, at i. 8, points by 
condemned to death. According to Ewald way of anticipation to the Spanish journey. 
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Tod Kdopnov also to Spain ; for just as this amy. 7. «. is manifestly correlative 
to the dicacoobvyv diddE. bAov Tr. Kéowov, 80 cic Tr. &ycov Térov éropebOy corresponds 
with the émlr. répua r. dbcewe x.7.A. 3 80 that Paul, starting from the répya 
7. dboewc, Which he has reached, and where he has borne his testimony 
before the rulers, enters on his journey to the holy place. It is only, there- 
fore, when we understand Italy as the western limit, that the language of 
Clement is in harmony with the historical circumstances of the case.? See, 
moreover, Lipsius, de Olem. Rom. ep. ad Cor. I. p. 129, and Chronol. d. rim. Bis- 
chife, p. 163 ff. It cannot withal be overlooked that in the so-called Hpist. 
Clem. ad Jacobum, c. 1, there is manifestly an echo of our passage, and yet 
Rome alone is designated as the final goal of the Apostle’s labours : rv éobu- 
evoy ayaloy diy TO Kéoum pnvicas Baoidéa, uéxpic évtavba TH ‘Pbug yevduevoc, 
GeoBovgrw didackaria cbfav avOpdrove, aito¢ Tov viv Biov Biatwe Td CHy weThAAager. 

ter this the conjecture of Wieseler (and Schaff, Hist. of Apost. Ohurch, 
p. 342), who, instead of éxi 7d répua, as given by Junius, would read id 
7d tépua, and explain it ‘‘before the supreme power of the West,” is un- 
necessary. It is decisive against this view that Jacobson, as well as 
Wotton, found é7? in the Cod. A, and that Tischendorf likewise has attested 
the existence of «ai éxi as beyond doubt. But, besides, Wieseler’s expe- 
dient would not be admissible on grounds of linguistic usage, for répua in 
the sense assumed is only used with éyew ; see Eur. Suppl. 617, Or. 1348, 
Jacobs. ad Del. epigr. p. 287. From the very corrupt text of the Canon 
Muratorii,? nothing can be gathered bearing on our question, except that 


1Tf we render paptupjcas martyrium pas- 
sus (Credner, Lange, and older writers), this 
result comes out the more Clearly, since at 
all events Paul died in Rome ; along with 
which indeed D6llinger further finds in emi 
Tov Hyouu. an evidence for the year 67 that 
has been the traditional date since Euse- 
bius, Chron. (comp. also Gams, Jahr d. 
Martyrertodes, etc.; and Sepp, /.c. p. 379), 
when Nero was absent and the Prefecis 
ruled in Rome. See his Christenth u. 
Kirche, p. 101, ed. 2. Against that chrono- 
logical determination, see generally Bax- 
mann, dass Petr. u. Paul nicht am 29. Junius 
67. gemartert worden sind, 1867. 

2The passage in question runs, “ Acta 
autem omnium apostolorum sub uno libro 
sunt. Lucas optime Theophile comprindit 
(comprehendit), quia sub praesentia ejus 
singula gerebantur, sicuti et semote pas- 
sionem Petri evidenter declarat, sed profec- 
tionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficis- 
centis.”? Wieseler conjectures that after 
proficiscentis the word omittit has been left 
out ; that semote means: at a separate place, 
viz.not in the Acts of the Apostles, but in 
the Gospel, xxii. 31-83. A very forced con- 
jecture, with which nevertheless Volkmar 
(in Credner’s Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 348) agrees, 
supposing that a non has dropped out after 


proficiscentis. Credner, J.c. p. 155 f., con- 
jectured semota (namely loca, which is sup- 
posed to refer to John xxi. 18 ff., and Rom. 
xy. 24), and then et instead of sed. Otto, p. 
154, would read sic e¢ instead of sed ; mak- 
ing the meaning: ‘consequently (sic) he 
declares openly, that just as (wti et) in his 
absence the martyrdom of Peter took place, 
so likewise (sic e¢) the journey of Paul,” ete. 
But how much must we thus introduce into 
the semote/ Laurent alters into: ‘ semota 
passione. . . et profectione,” etc. Various 
suggestions are made by others ; see Ewald, 
Jahrb. VILL. p. 126, whose own procedure is 
the boldest. Hilgenfeld, Kanon wu. Krit. d. 
N. 7., p. 42, thinks that the author has 
‘* quessed””. the martyrdom of Peter and the 
Spanish journey of Paul from the abrupt 
close of the Acts of the Apostles, Such a 
theory should have been precluded by the 
“enidenter declarat,’ for which indeed 
Ewald would read ‘ evidenter decerpit”’ or 
* decoliat.”” If we must resort to conjecture 
(and it is necessary), it seems the simplest 
course, instead of ef semote, to insert id 
semotam, and then instead of sed, et. This 
would yield the sense : as this circumstance 
(id), viz. the writing down only what took 
place in his presence, evidently explains the 
exclusion (semotam) of the passion of Peter and 
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the author was already acquainted with the tradition of the journey to 
Spain afterwards reported by Eusebius; not, that he wished to refute 
it (Wieseler, p. 536). On the other hand, Origen (in Euseb. iii, 1: 
ri dei wept Tlabiov Aéyew ard 'Iepovoadjp péxpe tov "IAAvptxod mexAqpakdtog 76 
ebayyéacov tov Xpictov Kat iorepov év tH ‘Pdun éxi Népwvoc peuaprepyKéroc) 
tacitly excludes the Spanish journey. The tradition regarding it arose very 
naturally out of Rom. xv. 24 (Jerome: ‘‘ad Italiam quoque et, wt ipse 
scribit, ad Hispanias—portatus est”), and served as a needed historical basis 
for the explanation of 2 Tim., acquiring the more general currency both on 
this account and because it tended to the glorification of the Apostle. It 
is further worthy of attention that the pseudo-Abdias, in his Historia Apos- 
tolica, ii. '7, 8 (in Fabricius, Cod. Apoer. p. 452 ff.), represents the execution as 
the issue of the captivity reported in the Acts. Had this author been a be- 
liever ina liberation, as well as in a renewed missionary activity “and 
second imprisonment, he would have been the last to refrain from bringing 
forward wonderful reports regarding them. Substantially the same may be 
said of the Acta Petri et Pauli in Tischendorf, Act. ap. apoer. p. 1 ff. 


Nolte.—If we regard the Epistles to Timothy and Titus—which, moreover, stand 
or fall together—as genuine, we must take, as Eusebius in particular has done 
with reference to 2 Tim., the tradition of the Apostle’s liberation from Rome 
and of a second captivity there as an historical postulate,! in order to gain the 
room which cannot otherwise be found for the historical references of those 
Epistles, and the latest possible time for their other contents. But the more 
defective the proof of the second imprisonment is, the more warranted remain 
the doubts as to the genuineness of these Epistles, which arise out of their own 
contents ; while in virtue of these doubts the Epistles, in their turn, cannot 
themselves be suitably adduced in proof of that captivity. Besides, it cannot 
be left out of view that in all the unquestionably genuine Epistles which Paul 
wrote during his imprisonment, every trace of the previously (Rom. xv, 24) 
cherished plan of a journey to Spain has vanished ; and that in the Epistle to 
the Philippians, which was certainly not written till he was in Rome (i. 25 f., 
ii, 24), he contemplates as his further goal in the event of his liberation, not 
the far West, but Macedonia, or in other words a return to the East. From 
Acts xxiii. 11, however, no evidence can be adduced against the Spanish 
journey (as Otto contends), because in this passage there is no express mention 
of a last goal, excluding all further advance, 


of the journey of Paul from Rome to Spain. 
On both of these occasions the author 
accordingly thinks that Luke was not pres- 
ent, and thereby the fact that he has 
omitted them in his book is explained. 

1 This isthe ground assumed by the latest 
expositors of the Pastoral Epistles, who 
maintain their genuineness, Wiesinger and 
Huther; whilst Rudow, again, in the al- 
ready mentioned Dissert. 1852, only rejects 

the First Ep. to Timothy (comp. Bleek), and 


calling in question a second captivity, as- 
eribes the Second Ep. to Timothy to the 
first imprisonment, and the Ep. to Titus to 
the sojourn at Ephesus. So also Otto, with 
respect to the two last-named Epistles ; 
but he regards the First Ep. to Timothy as 
aletter of instruction fér Timothy in view 
of his mission to Corinth, consequently as 
nearly contemporaneous with the Ep. to 
Titus. See, in opposition to Otto, Huther 
on the Pastoral Epistles, Introd, ed. 3. 
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§ 2. Tue Curistran Cuurcn ar Roux. 


That the Christian Church in Rome had been in existence for a considor- 
able time when Paul wrote to it, is clear from i. 8-13 and xiii. 11, 15; and 
that it was already a church formally constituted, may be gathered from 
the general analogy of other churches that had already been long in exist- 
ence, from xii. 5 ff., and less certainly from xvi. 5. Especially may the 
existence of a body of presbyters, which was essential to church organiza- 
tion (Acts xiv. 23), be regarded as a matter of course. In the Acts of the 
Apostles the existence of the Church is presupposed (xxviii. 15) as something 
well known ; and the author, who follows the thread of his Apostle’s biog- 
raphy, had no occasion to narrate its origin or development. 

The origin of the Roman Church cannot therefore be determined with 
certainty. It is not incredible that even during the lifetime of Jesus faith 
in Him had taken root, in individual cases, among the Roman Jews (comp. 
Clem. fecogn. i. 6). For among the pilgrims who flocked to the festivals at 
Jerusalem from all countries Romans also were wont to be present (Acts il. 
10), and that too in considerable numbers, because the multitude of Jews in 
Rome had since the time of Pompey become extraordinarily great (see Philo, 
leg. ad. Caj. II. p. 568; Dio Cass. xxxvi. 6 ; Joseph. Anét. xvii. 11, 1), in- 
eluding Jews directly from Palestine (prisoners of war, see Philo, /.c.), of 
whom a large portion had attained to freedom, the rights of citizenship, and 
even wealth. . Is it unlikely that individual festal pilgrims from Rome, im- 
pressed by the words and works of Jesus in Jerusalem, carried back with them 
to their homes the first seeds of the faith ? To this view it cannot be objected 
(as by Reiche), that Christianity did not spread beyond the bounds of 
Palestine until after the miracle of Pentecost ; for there is mention, in fact, 
in Matt. x. of the official missionary activity of the Apostles, and in Acts 
viii. 1 ff. of that of emigrants from Jerusalem. If the former and the latter 
did not labour in foreign lands until a subsequent period, this by no means 
excludes the possibility of the conversion of individual foreigners, partly 
Jews, partly proselytes, «ho became believers in Jerusalem. It is further prob- 
able that there were some Romans among the three thousand who came over 
to the Christian faith at the first Pentecost (Acts ii. 10) ; at least it would 
be very arbitrary to exclude these, who are expressly mentioned among the 
witnesses of what occurred at Pentecost, from participation in its results. 
Lastly, it is probable that the persecution which broke out with the stoning 
of Stephen drove some Palestinian Christians to take refuge even in the 
distant capital of the world, distinguished by its religious toleration, and in 
fact inclined to Oriental modes of worship (Athenaeus, Deipnos. I. p. 20 B., 
calls it éxvtoupy Tie oiKovpévyc, and says: Kal ydp bAa ra evn abpdw¢ adrode 


1 See Th. Schott, @. Rémerbriefs. Hndzweck  u. Krit. 1867, p. 627 ff. ; comp. also Grau, 2. 
u. Gedankengang nach, Erl. 1858; Mangold, infiihr. in d. Schriftth. N. T., Stuttg. 1868, 
dad. Rémerbr. u. d. Anfiinge a. rém. Gem. and his Lntwickalungsgesch. d. neut. Schrifith. 
Marb. 1866; Wieseler in Herzog’s Encykt. Il. 187i, p. 102 ff.; Sabatier, /apdire Paul, 
XX. p. 583 ff. (1866) ; Beyschlag in the Stud, 1870, 
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cvvdxicra). For that this dispersion of the Christians of Jerusalem was not 
confined to Samaria and Judaea (an objection here urged by Reiche and 
Kéllner), is proved by Acts xi. 19, where emigrants are mentioned who had 
gone as far as Phoenicia and Cyprus. And how easily might some find 
their way even to Rome, seeing that the brisk maritime intercourse between 
these places and Italy afforded them opportunity, and seeing that they 
might expect to find admittance and repose among their countrymen in 
Rome, who were strangers to the fanatical zeal of Palestine. But although, 
in consequence of the constant intercourse maintained by the Jews at Rome 
with Asia, Egypt, and Greece, and especially with Palestine (Gieseler, 
Kirchengesch. 1. § 17), various Christians may have visited Rome, and vari- 
ous Jews from Rome may have become Christians, all the influences hitherto 
mentioned could not establish a Christian congregational life in Rome. In- 
dividual Christians were there, and certainly also Christian fellowship, but 
still no organized church. To plant such a church, there was needed, as is 
plain from the analogy of all other cases of the founding of churches with 
which we are acquainted, official actidn on the part of teachers endowed 
directly or indirectly with apostolic authority. 

Who the founder of the Roman congregational life was, however, is utterly 
unknown. The Catholic Church names the Apostle Peter; concerning 
whom, along with the gradual development of the hierarchy, there has been 
a gradual development of tradition, that he came to Rome in the second 
year, or at any rate about the beginning of the reign of the Emperor 
Claudius (according to Gams, A.D. 41), to overcome Simon Magus, and re- 
mained there twenty-five years (Gams : twenty-four years and an indefinite 
number of days), till his death, as its first bishop. See Eusebius, Chron. (in 
Mai’s Script. vet. nov. coll. VIII. p. 376, 878) ; and Jerome, de vir. ill. 1.7 
But that Peter in the year 44, and at the date of the apostolic conference in 
the year 52, was still resident in Jerusalem, is evident from Acts xii. 4, xv. 
7, and Gal. ii, 1 ff. From Acts xii. 7 a journey to Rome cannot be in- 
ferred.” Further, that still later, when Paul was living at Ephesus, Peter 
had not been labouring in Rome, is evident from Acts xix. 21, because Paul 
followed the principle of not interfering with another Apostle’s field of 
labour (Rom. xv. 20 ; comp. 2 Cor. x. 16) ; and, had Peter been in Rome 


1 See generally, Lipsius, d. Quellen d. Rim. 
Petrussage, Kiel, 1872. As to the way in 
which that tradition, the germs of which 


explained an old inscription as referring to 
Simon Magus. Comp. also Uhlhorn, a. 
Homil. u. Recogn. ad. Clem. p. 378 f.; Méller in 


are found in Dionysius of Corinth (Euseb. 
H. #. ii. 25), gradually developed itself into 
the complete and definite form given above, 
see Wieseler, chronol. Synops. p. 571; regard- 
ing the motley legends connected with it, 
see Sepp, Gesch. d. Ap. p. 841, ed. 2; con- 
cerning the unhistorical matter to be elim- 
inated from the report of Jerome, see 
Huther on 1 Peter, Introd.; comp. Credner, 
Hint. Il. p. 882. The alleged presence of 
Simon in Rome is probably the mere prod- 
uct of a misconception, by which Justin, 
Apol. i. 26 (comp. Irenaeus, Haer. i. 23), 


Herzog’s Encykil. XTV. p. 392 ff.; Bleek, p.563 f. 

2 Even if Peter had actually, in the course 
of his foreign travels (1 Cor. ix. 5), visited 
Rome once in the time of Claudius (comp. 
on Acts xii. 17), which Ewald (apost. Zeit. 
p. 606 f. ed. 3.) concedes to ecclesiastical 
tradition, not calling in question even a 
meeting with Simon Magus there, yet we 
cannot regard this as involving the founda- 
tion of the Roman church and the episcopal 
position. Otherwise Paul would have in- 
truded onanotherlabourer’s field. See the 
sequel, 
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when Paul wrote to the Romans, he would have been saluted by the latter 
before all others ; for the numerous salutations in ch. xvi. presuppose an 
accurate acquaintance with the teachers who were then in Rome. Peter 
cannot have been labouring in Rome at all before Paul himself was brought 
thither, because the former, as Apostle to the Jews, would have brought 
Christianity into closer contact with the Jewish population there than is 
apparent in Acts xxviii. 22. It is even in the highest degree improbable 
that Peter was in Rome prior to the writing of the Epistle to the Philip- 
pians—the only one which was certainly written by Paul in Rome—or at the 
time of its being written ; for it is inconceivable that Paul should not in 
this letter have mentioned a fellow-Apostle, and that one Peter, especially 
when he had to complain so deeply of being forsaken as at Phil. ii. 20. 
Consequently the arrival of Peter in Rome, which was followed very soon 
by his execution—and which is accredited by such ancient and strong tes- 
timony (Dionysius of Corinth, in Euseb. ii. 25; Caius, in Euseb. ii. 25 ; 
Origen, in Euseb. iii. 1; Irenaeus; Tertullian, etc.) that it cannot be in 
itself rejected—is to be placed only towards the end of Paul’s captivity, sub- 
sequent to the composition of the Epistle to the Philippians. If, therefore, 
the tradition of the Roman Church having been founded by Peter—a view 
disputed even by Catholic theologians like Hug, Herbst, Feilmoser, Klee, 
Ellendorf, Maier, and Stengel, who however are vehemently opposed by 
Windischmann, Stenglein, Reithmayr, and many others’—must be en- 
tirely disregarded (although it is still defended among Protestants by Ber- 
tholdt, Mynster, and Thiersch), it is on the other hand highly probable, that 
a Christian church was founded at Rome only subsequent to Paul’s trans- 
ference of his missionary labours to Europe ; since there is no sort of indi- 
cation, that on his first appearance in Macedonia and Achaia he anywhere 
found a congregation already existing. He himself in fact stood in need of 
a special direction from Christ to pass over to Europe (Acts xvi. 9 f.) ; and 
so another official herald of the faith can hardly before that time have pen- 
etrated as far as Italy. But, when Paul was labouring successfully in 
Greece, it was very natural that apostolic men of his school should find 
motive and occasion for carrying their evangelic ministry still further west- 


1Déllinger, Christenth. u. Kirche, p. 95 ff. 
‘ed. 2, still seeks to support it on the usual 
grounds, and in doing so starts from the 
purely fanciful @ priori premiss, that the 
Roman Church must have been founded by 
an Apostle, with the equally arbitrary con- 
clusion: ‘‘and that Apostle can only have 
been Peter.” He gives to the twenty-five 
years’ duration of the Petrine episcopatus a 
curious round-about interpretation, accord- 
ing to which the episcopate is made to 
mean merely ecclesiastical dignity in gen- 
eral; see p. 317. The passage of Dionysius 
of Corinth in Euseb. ii. 25 is misinterpreted 
by him.—It ill accords with the Roman epis- 
copate of Peter that in Euseb. iti. 2, and 
Trenaeus, iii. 3, Zinus is expressly named as 


the first Roman bishop; and in fact in the 
Constit. ap. vii. 46, 1, it is said that he was 
appointed by Paw; while Peter only nom- 
inated the second bishop (Clemens) after the 
death of Linus. According to this state- 
ment Peter had nothing to do with the 
founding of the Roman episcopate, and 
neither Paul nor Peter was bishop in Rome. 
On the whole it is to be maintained that no 
Apostle at all was bishop of a church. The 
apostolate and the presbyterate were two 
specifically distinct offices in the service of 
the Church. In Rome especially the succes- 
sion of bishops can only be _ historically 
proved from Xystus onward (00. 125); see 
Lipsius, @. ¢. 
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ward,—to the capital of the Gentile world. The expulsion of the Jews 
from Rome under Claudius (Sueton.' Claud. 25 ; Acts xviii. 2) served, under 
Divine guidance, as a special means for this end. Refugees to the neigh- 
bouring Greece became Christians, Christians of the Pauline type, and then, 
on their return to Rome, came forward as preachers of Christianity and 
organizers of a church. We have historical confirmation of this in the 
instance of Aquila and Priscilla, who emigrated as Jews to Corinth, dwelt 
there with Paul for upwards of a year and a half, and at the date of our 
Epistle had again settled in Rome, where they appear, as previously in 
Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 19), according to Rom. xvi. 3 as teachers and the pos- 
sessors of a house where the Roman church assembled.’ It is probable that 
others also, especially among the persons mentioned in ch. xvi., were in 
similar ways led by God ; but it is certain that a chief place among the 
founders of the church belongs to Aquila and Priscilla ; since among the 
many who are greeted by Paul in the 16th chap. he presents to them the 
Jirst salutation, and that with a more laudatory designation than is accorded 
to any of the others. 

Christianity, having taken root in the first instance among the Jews, found 
the more readily an entrance among the Gentiles in Rome, because the pop- 
ular heathen religion had already fallen into a contempt inducing despair 
both among the cultivated and uncultivated classes (see Gieseler I. i. § 11- 
14 ; Schneckenburger, neutest. Zeitgesch. p. 59 f.; Holtzmann, Judenthum u. 
Christenthum, p. 305 ff.). Hence the inclination to Monotheism was very 
general ; and the number of those who had gone over to Judaism was very 
great (Juvenal, Sat. xiv. 96 ff. ; Tac. Ann. xv. 44, Hist. v. 5 ; Seneca, in 
Augustine, de civ. Dei, vii. 11 ; Joseph. Anté. xviii. 8, 5). How much at- 
tention and approval, therefore, must the liberal system of religion, elevated 
above all the fetters of a deterrent legal rigour, as preached by Aquila and 
other Pauline teachers, have met with among the Romans dissatisfied with 
heathenism !_ From the description of most of the persons named in ch. xvi., 
from the express approval given to the doctrine in which the Romans had been 
instructed, xvi. 17, vi. 17, and even from the fact of the composition of the 
letter itself, inasmuch as not, one of the now extant letters of the Apostle is 
directed to a non-Pauline church, we may with certainty infer that Pauline 
Christianity was preponderant in Rome ; and from this it is a further neces- 
sary inference that a very important part of the Roman church consisted of 
Gentile-Ohristians. This Gentile-Christian part must have been the prepon- 
derating one, and must have formed its chief constituent element (in opposi- 
tion to Baur, Schwegler, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel, Volkmar, 
Reuss, Lutterbeck, Thiersch, Holtzmann, Mangold, Grau, and Sabatier), 


1 That this married pair came to Corinth, 
not as Christians, but as still Jews, and were 
there converted to Christianity through 
Paul, see on Acts xviii. 1,2. Comp. Reiche, 
I. p. 44 f.; Wieseler, Z.c. p. 586.—Moreover, 
‘that the Christians (Jewish-Christians) res- 
ident in Rome were driven into exile along 
with other Jews by the edict of Claudius, 


can neither be proved nor yet controverted 
from the well-known passage in Sueton. 
Claud, 25 (see on Acts xviii. 1); for at that 
time the Christian body, which at all events 
was very small and isolated, was not yet 
independent, but still united with the Jew- 
ish population. 
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since Paul expressly and repeatedly designates and addresses the Romans in 
general as belonging to the vy (i. 6, 18, xi. 18) ; and asserts before them 
the importance of his calling as Apostle to the Gentiles (xv. 15 f., i. 5 ; comp. 
xvi. 4, 26). Comp. Neander, Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., ed. 4, p. 452 ff., 
Tholuck, Philippi, Wieseler, Hofmann. Indeed, we must presume, in ac- 
cordance with the apostolic agreement of Gal. ii. 7 ff., that Paul would not 
have written a doctrinal Epistle to the Romans, especially one containing 
his entire gospel, if the church had been, in the main, a church of the zep:- 
Toun and not of the axkpoBvoria.! Even ch. vii. 1, where the readers are de- 
scribed as yuveoxovtec véuov, as well as the numerous references to the Old 
Testament, and proofs adduced from it, are far from attesting the predomi- 
nance of Jewish Christianity in Rome.? They are fully explained, when we 
recollect that in the apostolic age all Christian knowledge was conveyed 
through the channel of the Old Testament (xvi. 26) ; that an acquaintance 
with the law and the prophets, which was constantly on the increase by their 
being publiciy read in the assemblies (comp. on Gal. iv. 21), was also to be 
found among the Gentile-Christians ; and that the mingling of Jews and 
Gentiles in the churches, even without a Judaizing influence being exerted 
on the latter (as in the case of the Galatians), could not but tend to further 
the use of that Old Testament path which Christian preaching and knowl- 
edge had necessarily to pursue. The grounds upon which Baur (in the 
Tibing. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, p. 144 ff., 1857, p. 60 ff., and in his Paulus, I. p. 
343 ff. ed. 2 ; also in his Christenth. d. drei erst. Jahrb. p. 62 ff. ed. 2; see 
also Volkmar, d. 226m. Kirche, p. 1 ff.; Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. wu. Petr. p. 
411) seeks to establish the preponderance of Jewish Christianity will be dealt 
with in connection with the passages concerned 3; as will also the defence of 
that preponderance which Mangold has given, while correcting in many re- 
spects the positions of Baur. The middle course attempted by Beyschlag, 
ic. p. 640—that the main element of the church consisted of native Roman 
proselytes to Judaism, so that we should regard the church as Gentile-Chris- 
tian in its lineage, but as Jewish- Christian in its habits of thought—is unsupport- 
ed by any relevant evidence in the Epistle itself, or by any indication in par- 
ticular of a previous state of proselytism. 

But even if there was merely a considerable portion of the Christian church 
at Rome consisting of those who had been previously Jews (as, in particular, 
xiv. 1 ff. refers to such), it must still appear strange, and might even cast a 
doubt upon the existence of a regularly organized church (Bleek, Beitr. p. 
55, and Hinl. p. 412 ; comp. Calovius and others), that when Paul arrives 


1 By this Epistle he would have gone be- 
yond the line laid down by him for his own 
field of labour (comp. 2 Cor. x. 13 ff.), and 
would have interfered in the sphere not 
assigned to him—the Apostleship to the Jews. 

2 Even in the Epistle of Clement, written 
in the name of the Roman Church, with its 
numerous O. T. references, the Gentile- 
Christian and Pauline element of thought 
predominates, although there is a manip- 

° 


ulation of Pauline views and ideas in ac- 
cordance with the ‘‘Christian legalism” 
(Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 274 ff.) of a later 
period. Comp. Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. Ep. 
ad Cor. pr. 1855; and Mangold, p. 167 ff. I 
cannot agree with Wieseler and others that 
this Epistle was written before the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, but with Ritschl and 
others assign it to the time of Domitian ; 
comp. Cotelerius. 
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as a prisoner in Rome, and wishes to acquaint himself with the Jewish com- 
munity there, the leaders of the latter make no mention of a Christian con- 
gregation at Rome, but evince merely a superficial cognizance of the Christian 
sect in general (Acts xxviii. 22). But the Jewish leaders are here speaking 
as officials, and, as such, are not inclined without special immediate occasion 
to express their views before the captive stranger as to the position of the 
Christian body which existed in Rome itself? A designation of the Christian 
sect generally in accordance with its notorious outward reputation—such as 
might bring it into suspicion—is enough for them ; but as to the precise 
relation in which this sect stands to them in Rome itself they do not feel them- 
selves called upon to say anything for the present, and, with discreet reserve, 
are therefore wholly silent respecting it. This narrative therefore of Acts is 
neither to be regarded as a fiction due to the tendency of the author (Baur, 
Zeller, Holtzmann), nor to be explained, arbitrarily and inadequately, by 
the expulsion of the Jews under Claudius (Olshausen), which had induced 
the Roman Jewish-Christians to separate themselves entirely from the Jews, 
so that on the return of the latter from exile the former remained unnoticed 
by them. Neither is it to be accounted for, with Neander—overlooking the 
peculiar character of Jewish religious interests—by the vast size of the me- 
tropolis ; nor, with Baumgarten, by the predominance of the Gentile-Chris- 
tians there ; nor yet, with older writers, by the hypothesis—unjust and inca- 
pable of proof—that the Roman Jews acted a dishonest and hypocritical part 
on the occasion. Not dishonesty, but prudence and caution are evinced in 
their conduct (comp. Schneckenburger, Philippi, Tholuck, Mangold), for 
the explanation of which we do not require, in addition to what they them- 
selves express in ver. 22, to assume any special outward reason, such as that 
they had been rendered by the Olaudian measure more shy and reserved (Phi- 
lippi ; comp. Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 588, ed. 3) ; especially seeing that there 
is no just ground for referring the words of Suetonius, ‘‘ Judaeos impulsore 
Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit” (Claud. 25), to disputes between 
Jews and Christians relative to the Messiahship of Jesus, contrary to the 
definite expression ‘‘ tumultuare.” ? 

We may add that our Epistle—since Peter cannot have laboured in Rome 
before it was written—is a fact destructive of the historical basis of the Papacy, 


1 The Chrestus of Suetonius was a Jewish pseudo-Messiah. The pseudo-Messiahs ap- 


agitator in Rome, who was actually so 
called. See on Acts xviii. 2, and Wieseler, 
p. 585. Every other interpretation is fanci- 
ful, including even the one given above, 
which is adopted by the majority of mod- 
ern writers, among others by Baur, Holtz- 
mann, Keim, Grau, and Mangold. Thiersch 
is peculiar in adding to it the groundless 
assertion, that ‘the disturbances arose 
through the testimony of Peter to the Mes- 
siah in Rome, but that Peter had again 
left Rome even before the expulsion of the 
Jews by Claudius.’? Groundless is also the 
opinion of Philippi, that, if Chrestus is to be 
taken as an agitator, he must haye been a 


peared much later. But after the analo- 
gies of Judas and Theudas, other insur- 
gents are conceivable enough—enthusiasts 
for political freedom and zealots. Bey- 
schlag, p. 652 ff., likewise taking Chrestus 
as equivalent to Christus, infers too rashly, 
from the passage in Suetonius, that the 
Roman Church was chiefly composed of 
proselytes, who, when the native -born 
Jews were expelled, remained behind. 
Marcker (Lehre von der Erlés. nach d. 
Rémerbr. Meining, 1870, p. 8) rightly rejects 
the interchange of the names Chrestus and 
Christus, 
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in so far as the latter is made to rest on the founding of the Roman church 
and the exercise of its episcopate by that Apostle. For Paul the writing of 
such a didactic Epistle to a church of which he knew Peter to be the founder 
and bishop, would have been, according to the principle of his apostolic in- 
dependence, an impossible inconsistency. 


§ 3. Occasion, OBJECT AND CoNTENTS OF THE EPIsTLH.? 


Long before writing this epistle (a7d roAdav itv, xv. 23) the Apostle had 
cherished the fixed and longing desire (Acts xix. 21) to preach the Gospel 
in person at Rome (i. i1 ff.)—in that metropolis of the world, where the 
flourishing of Christianity would necessarily exert an influence of the utmost 
importance on the entire West ; and where, moreover, the special relation 
in which the church stood to the Apostle through its Pauline founders and 
teachers, and through the many friends and fellow-labourers whom he pos- 
sessed in the city (ch. xvi.), claimed his ardent and loving interest. His 
official labours in other regions had hitherto prevented the carrying out of 
this design (i. 13, xv. 22). Now indeed he hoped that he should soon 
accomplish its realization ; but, partly because he wished first to undertake 
his collection-journey to Jerusalem (xv. 23-25), and partly because Spain, 
and not Rome (xv. 24-28), was to be the goal of his travels to the West, a 
lengthened sojourn in Rome cannot have formed part of his plan at that 
time. Accordingly, in pursuance of his apostolic purpose with reference to 
the Roman church, he could not but wish, on the one hand, no longer to 
withhold from it at least such a written communication of his doctrine, which 
he had so long vainly desired to proclaim orally, as should be suitable to 
the church’s present need ; and on the other hand, by this written com- 
munication to pave the way for his intended personal labours in such fitting 
manner as to render a prolonged stay there unnecessary. This twofold de- 
sire occasioned the composition of our Epistle, for the transmission of which 
the journey of the Corinthian deaconess Phoebe to Rome (xvi. 1) afforded 
an opportunity which he gladly embraced. He could not fail to possess a 
sufficient acquaintance with the circumstances of the church, when we con- 
sider his position towards the teachers saluted in ch. xvi., and the eminent 
importance of the church itself—of whose state, looking to the active inter- 
course between Corinth and Rome, he was certainly thoroughly informed— 
as well as the indications afforded by ch. xii. xiv. xv. That the Epistle was 
called forth by special communications made from Rome itself (possibly by 
Aquila and Priscilla) is nowhere apparent from its contents ; on the con- 
trary, such a view is, from the general nature of the contents, highly im- 
probable. Of all the Apostle’s letters, our present Epistle is that which has 
least arisen out of the necessity of dealing with special casual circumstances, 
According to Baur, the readers, as Jewish Christians (imbued also with 
erroneous Ebionite views), gave rise to the letter by their opposition to Paul, 
in so far, namely, as they saw in Paul’s apostolic labours among the Gentiles 


1 See, besides the works quoted in § 2, Riggenbach in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 38 ff. 
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a detriment to the Jews, contrary to the promises given to them by God, 
and therefore asserted the national privileges of their theocratic primacy in 
an exclusive spirit as opposed to the universalism of the Pauline teaching. 
Comp. also Schwegler, nachapost. Zeit. I. p. 285 ff. ; Volkmar, l.c. p. 7 ff. ; 
and also Reuss, Gesch. d. V. T. § 105 ff. ed. 4. In this view the Epistle is 
made to assume a specifically polemic character, which it manifestly has not 
(how very different in this respect the Ep. to the Galatians and those to the 
Corinthians !) ; it is assumed that the Church was a Jewish-Christian one ; 
and an importance, too great in relation to the whole, and indefensible 
from an exegetical point of view,’ is attached to the section, chs. ix.—xi. 
(even in Baur’s second edition, which contains on this point a partial retrac- 
tation), while, on the other hand, the two last chapters have to be sacrificed 
to critical doubts that have no foundation. In no other Pauline Epistle is 
the directly polemical element so much in the background ; and where it 
does find expression, it is only for the moment (as in xvi. 17-20),—a sure 
proof that it was least of all the concrete appearance and working of Anti- 
paulinism which the Apostle had occasion in this Epistle to oppose. 
Against that enemy he would have waged a very different warfare, as is 
shown in particular in the case of the Epistle to the Galatians, so nearly 
allied in its contents. Nor is that enemy to be discovered in the weak in 
faith of xiv. 1 ff. Ofcourse, however, Paul could not present is Gospel other- 
wise than in antagonism to the Jewish righteousness of works and arrogance, 
which it had already overcome and would continue to do so ; for this an- 
tagonism belonged to the essence of his Gospel and had to assert itself, 
wherever there was Judaism—only in various forms and degrees according 
to the given circumstances—and therefore at Rome as well. The view of 
Thiersch (Kirche im apostol. Zeitalt. p. 166), that Paul desired to elevate the 
Jewish Christian church, which had consisted of the simple followers of 
Peter, from their still somewhat backward standpoint to more enlarged 
views, rests on the erroneous opinion that Peter had laboured in Rome. 

The odject of our Epistle, accordingly, was by no means the drawing up of 
a systematic doctrinal system in general (see, against this view, Késtlin 
in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 68 ff. ; Grau, Entwickelungsgesch. 
Il. p. 114) ; but it is not on the other hand to be restricted more 
specially than by saying: Paul wished to lay before the Romans in 
writing, for their Christian edification (i. 11, xvi. 25), his evangelie doc- 
trine—the doctrine of the sole way of salvation given in Christ—viewed 
in its full, specific character as the superseding of Judaism, in such w way 
as the necessities and circumstances of the church demanded, and as he would 
have preached it among them, had he been present in person (i. 11). The mode 
in which he had to accomplish this was determined by the circumstance, 
that he deemed it necessary for his object fully to set forth before the 


1 Baur previously, after his dissertation Huther’s Zweck wu. Inhalt d. 11 ersten Kap. d. 
in the 7b. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, found even the Romerbr, 1846, p. 24f. Baur, in his Chris- 
principal theme of the whole Epistle in chs. tenth. ad. drei ersten Jahrh. p. 62 ff. ed. 2, has 
ix.-xi., for which chs. i—viii. only serve modified his view on this point. 
as introduction, See against this view 
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Roman church, in a manner proportioned to the high importance of its 
position, this Gospel as to which his disciples had already instructed them, 
in the entire connection of its constituent fundamental principles... In no other 
letter has he done this so completely and thoroughly ;* hence it is justly 
regarded as a grand scheme of his whole teaching,’ in the precise form 
which he held to be suitable for its presentation to the Romans. How much 
he must have had this at heart !_ How much he must have wished to erect 
such a complete and abiding memorial of Ais Gospel in the very capital of 
the Gentile world, which was to become the Antioch of the West! Not 
merely the present association of Jews and Gentiles in the church, but, gen- 
erally, the essential relation in which according to the very Pauline teach- 
ing, Christianity stood to Judaism, required him to subject this relation in 
particular, viewed in its strong antagonism to all legal righteousness, to an 
earnest and thorough discussion. This was a necessary part of his design ; 
and consequently its execution, though on the whole based on a thoroughly 
didactic plan, nevertheless assumed, in the presence of the given points of an- 
tagonism, partly an apologetic, partly a polemic form, as the subject required ; 
without however any precise necessity to contend against particular doctri- 
nal misconceptions among the Romans, against divisions and erroneous views, 
such as had appeared, for example, among the Galatians and Corinthians ; 
or against a Judaistic leaven brought with them by the Jews and Jewish- 
Christians who had returned to Rome (comp. Grau). The actual dangers 
for the moment in the Church were more of a moral than a dogmatic char- 
acter—a remark which applies also to the opposition between the Gentile 
Christians strong in faith, and the scrupulous Jewish Christians—and have 
merely given occasion to some more special notices (xiii. 1 ff. ; xiv. 1 ff.), 
and hints (xvi. 1 ff.) in the hortatory portion of the Epistle. The Judaistic 
opponents of Pauline Christianity had not yet penetrated as far as Rome, and 
were not to arrive there till later (Ep. to the Philippians). It was therefore 
an untenable position when even before the time of Baur, who assumed the 
object of the Epistle to he the systematic and radical refutation of Jewish 
exclusiveness, its aim was very frequently viewed as that of a polemic against | 
Jewish arrogance, which had been specially aroused on account of the calling 
of the Gentiles (Augustine, Theodoret, Melanchthon, Michaelis, Eichhorn, 
Schmidt, Flatt, Schott, and others).!_ The same may be said of the hypoth- 
esis that Paul wished, zn @ conciliatory sense, to obviate minunderstandings 
between Jewish and Gentile Christians (Hug). There is no evidence in 


1 Against which Hofmann unjustifiably Paul had become a Roman (Grau, L.c. p. 
urges do pépovs and as eémavauipvyoKwy 113), but from the very nature of the Pau- 
iyuas in xv. 15. See on that passage. line Gospel in general, and is therefore 

2 So completely, that we can wellenough found ¢.g. also in the Epistle to the Gala- 
understand how this Ep. could become the _ tians. 
basis of Melanchthon’s loct communes. 4 Comp. van Hengel, who assumes that 

8 Comp. Hausrath, neut. Zeitgesch. II. p. Paul desired to instruct the Romans how to 
514 ff. Observe, at the same time, that refute the subtleties of the Jews with reference 
though the Epistle deals very much with to the calling of the Gentiles, and to free 
legal notions, this does not arise from its them from errors and doubts thence aris- 
being destined for the Romans to whom _ ing. 
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the Epistle of actual circumstances to justify any such special definitions of 
its object ; and even from xvi. 20 it cannot be assumed that Judaistic 
temptation had already begun (as Grau thinks). The comprehensiveness of 
the object of our Epistle—from which, however, neither the combating of 
Judaism, which arose naturally and necessarily out of the nature of the 
Pauline Gospel, nor (seeing that the future coming forward of his opponents 
could not be concealed from the Apostle) the prophylactic design of it, may 
be excluded—has been justly defended by Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, 
Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, Philippi, Wieseler, Hausrath and others. Comp. 
Ewald, p. 317 f. Along withit, however, Th. Schott (comp. also Mangold, 
Riggenbach, Sabatier) has assumed a special personally apologetic purpose on 
the part of the Apostle ;* namely that, being now on the point of proceed- 
ing with his Gentile mission-work in the far West, Paul wished to gain for 
his new labours a fixed point of support in the Roman church,’ and on this 
account wished to instruct the Romans as to the significance and justifica- 
tion of the step, and to inspire them with full confidence regarding it, for 
which reason he exhibits to them in detail the nature and principles of 
This work. Against this view it may be urged, in general, that Paul no- 
where gives expression to this special purpose, though the announcement of 
it would have been of decided importance, both for his own official interests 
and for the information of the Roman church (they could not read it 
between the lines either in the preface, vv. 1-15, or in the conclusion, xv. 
14-44) ; and in particular, that the Apostle’s intention of visiting the 
Romans only in passing through, without making a lengthened sojourn, is in- 
compatible with the assumed purpose which he is alleged to have formed 
regarding the church. Moreover, a justification on so great a scale of the 
Gentile mission would presuppose not a Gentile-Christian, but a Jewish- 
Christian, church and its requirements. Hence Mangold, holding the same 
view that the Epistle contains a justification of the Gentile apostleship, has 
the advantage of consistency in his favour ; his theory is nevertheless based 
on the unsatisfactory ground adopted by Baur, namely, that the Church was 
Jewish-Christian. See, further, Beyschlag, Uc. p, 636 ff., and especially 
Dietzsch, Adam. u. Christus, p. 14 ff. 


1 Hofmann also makes the object of the 
Apostle personal. Paul assumes it to be 
wu matter of surprise in Rome that he, the 
Apostle of the Gentiles, should have hither- 
to always kept aloof from the world’s 
capital, and even now had not come to it. 
It might seem as if the church, that had 
arisen without his aid, had no interest for 
him; or as if he were afraid to proclaim 
the message of salvation in the great 
centre of Gentile culture. This twofold 
erroneous notion he was especially desirous 
to refute, Asa proof how far he was from 
being thus afraid, he sets forth what in 
his view the message of salvation was, etc., 
ete, Thus he might hope that the church 


in the metropolis of the world would be 
just as steady a point of support for his 
ministry in the farthest West, as if it had 
been founded by himself. In this way, 
however, assumptions and objects are as- 
signed to the Epistle which are not ex- 
pressed in it, but are imputed to it on the 
ground of subordinate expressions, as will 
be shown in the exposition. 

2 Compure also Sabatier, Papdtre Paul, p. 
160 f., who at the same time affirms of the 
‘“orand missionaire :’? dont Vambition était 
aussi vaste que le monde. According to 
Sabatier, Paul gives down to chap. viii. 
the defence of his doctrine, and in chaps. 
ix.-xi. that of his apostleship. 


OCCASION, OBJECT AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE. Ro 


As to contents, our Epistle, after the salutation and introduction (i. 1-15), 
falls into two main portions, a theoretical and a hortatory, after which 
follows the conclusion (xv. 14—xvi. 27). The theoretic portion (i. 16-xi. 36) 
bears its theme at the outset, i. 16, 17: ‘ Righteousness before God, for 
Jews and Gentiles, comes from faith.” Thereupon is established, in the 
first place, the necessity of this plan of salvation, as that which the whole 
human race required, Gentiles and Jews alike, because the latter also, even 
according to their own law, are guilty before God, and cannot attain to 
righteousness (i. 17-iii. 20). The nature of this plan of salvation is then 
made clear, namely, that righteousness really and only comes from faith ; 
which is especially obvious from the justification of Abraham (iii. 21-iv. 25). 
The blessed results of this plan of salvation are, partly the blissful inward 
condition of the justified before God (v. 1-11); partly that justification 
through Christ is just as universally effective, as Adam’s fall was once uni- 
versally destructive (v. 12-21) ; and partly that true morality is not only not 
endangered by the manifestation of grace in Christ, but is promoted and 
quickened by it (chap. vi.), and made free from the fetters of the law (vii. 
1-6). This last assertion demanded a defence of the law, as that which is 
in itself good and holy, but was abused by the sinful principle in man, 
against his own better will, to his destruction (vii. 17-25)—a sad variance 
of man with himself, which could not be removed through the law, but only 
through Christ, whose Spirit produces in us the freedom of the new divine 
life, the consciousness of adoption, and assurance of future glory (ch. viii.). 
From the lofty description of this blessed connection with Christ, Paul now 
suddenly passes to the saddening thought that a great part of that very 
Jewish people, so signally favoured of God, has rejected the plan of redemp- 
tion ; and therefore he develops at length a Theodicy with regard to the 
exclusion, apparently irreconcilable with the divine promises, of so many 
members of the theocracy from the attainment of salvation in Christ (chs. 
ix.-xi.). The hortatory portion (chs. xii.-xv. 18) gives the essentials of the 
Pauline ethical system, partly in the form of general exhortations (xi. 
1-21; xiii. 8-14), and partly in some special discussions which were 
deemed necessary in the circumstances of the Romans (xiii. 1-7, xiv. 1-xv. 
13). The conclusion comprises in the first place—corresponding to the in- 
troduction (i. 8-15)—personal explanations with regard to the Apostle’s in- 
tended journey by way of Rome to Spain (xv. 14-33) ; then the recom- 
mendation of Phoebe (xvi. 1 ff.) and salutations (xvi. 3-16) ; a warning with 
a closing wish (xvi. 17-20) ; some supplementary salutations with a second 
closing wish (xvi. 21-24) ; and finally, a concluding doxology (xvi. 20-27). 

‘“‘ This Epistle is the true masterpiece of the N. T., and the very purest 
Gospel, which is well worthy and deserving that a Christian man should not 
only learn it by heart, word for word, but also that he should daily deal with it 
as with the daily bread of men’s souls. For it can never be too much or too welt 
read or studied ; and the more it is handled the more precious it becomes and 
the better it tastes,”—Luther, Preface. 
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§ 4, PLAcE AND TIME OF ComposITIoN.—GENUINENESS OF’ THE EPISTLE. 


Since the Apostle, when he composed his letter, was on the point of con- 
veying to Jerusalem the proceeds of a collection made in Macedonia and 
Achaia (xv. 25-27), and intended to journey thence by way of Rome 
to Spain (xv. 28, comp. Acts xix. 21), we are thus directed to his last 
sojourn—of three months—in Achaia, Acts xx. 3. His purpose was to 
cross over directly from Achaia to Syria in order to reach Jerusalem, 
but he was led, owing, to Jewish plots, to take quite a different route, 
namely, back through Macedonia (Acts xx. 3). This change in the plan of 
his journey had not been made when he wrote his Epistle ; otherwise he 
would not have failed to mention in ch. xv.—where he had at vv. 25 and 31 
very immediate inducement to do so—a circumstance so remarkable on ac- 
count of its novelty and importance. We justly infer therefore—even apart 
from the fact that the composition of swch an epistle presupposes a some- 
what lengthened and quiet abode—that it was written before Paul again de- 
parted from Achaia. Although Luke mentions no particular city as the 
scene of the Apostle’s three months’ residence at that time, still it is, @ 
priori, probable that he spent at least the greater part of the time in 
Oorinth. For Corinth was the principal church of the country, and was in 
the eyes of the Apostle pre-eminently important and precious on account of 
his earlier labours there. But our attention is also directed to Corinth by 
the passages 1 Cor. xvi. 1-7, 2 Cor. ix. 4, xii. 20—xili. 3, from which it is 
plain that, on his journey down from Macedonia to Achaia, Paul had 
chosen that city as the place of his sojourn, where he wished to complete 
the business of the collection, and from which he would convey the money . 
to Jerusalem. Now, since the recommendation of the deaconess Phoebe 
from the Corinthian seaport Cenchreae (xvi. 1, 2), as well as the salutation 
from his host Gaius (xvi. 23, comp. with 1 Cor. i. 14), point to no other 
city than Oorinth, we may, beyond all doubt, abide by it as the place of 
writing, and. not with Dr. Paulus (de orig. ep. P. ad Rom. paralip. Jen. 
1801, and Lémerbdrief, p. 231), on account of xy. 19 (see on that passage) put 
forward a claim on behalf of a town in Illyria. Theodoret has admirably 
proved in detail its composition at Corinth. 

The time of composition accordingly falls in a.p. 59, when Paul regarded 
his ministry in the East as closed, and (see xv. 19, 23) saw a new and vast 
scene of action opened up to him in the West, of which Rome should be the 
centre and Spain the goal. 

The genuineness is decisively attested by the testimonies of the orthodox 
church (the first express and special quotations from it are found in Irenaeus, 
Haer, iii. 16, 3, 9, while previously there are more or less certain echoes of 
its language or traces of its use),! as well as of the Gnostics Basilides, Val- 
entinus, Heracleon, Epiphanes, and Theodotus ; and there is not a single 


1 Clem. Cor. i. 85; Polycarp, ad Phil. 6; Churches of Vienne and Lyons in Euseb. 
Theoph. ad Autol. i. 20, iii. 14; letter of the Ved 
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trace that even the Judaizing heretics, who rejected the authority of the 
Apostle, at all rejected the Pauline authorship of our Epistle. In order to 
warrant any doubt or denial of its authenticity, therefore, the most cogent 
internal grounds would need to be adduced ; and in the utter absence of 
any such grounds, the worthless scruples of Evanson (Dissonance of the Jour 
generally received Houngelists, 1792, p. 259 ff.) and the frivolities of Bruno 
Bauer could find no supporters. The Epistle bears throughout the lively 
original impress of the Apostle’s mind, and his characteristic qualities, in its 
matter and its form ; is the chief record of Ais Gospel in its entire connec- 
tion and antagonism ; and is therefore also the richest original-apostolic 
charter and model of ail true evangelical Protestantism. The opinion of 
Weisse (philosoph. Dogm. I. p. 146), which ultimately amounts to the sug- 
gestion of a number of interpolations as interwoven throughout the Epistle 
(see his Beitr. z. Krit. d. Paul. Br., edited by Sulze, p. 28 ff.), rests simply 
on a subjective criticism of style, which has discarded all weight of external 
evidence. 

The originality of the Epistle extends also to its language, the Greek, in 
which Paul dictated it to Tertius. The note of the Syrian Scholiast on the 
Peshito, that Paul wrote his letter in Zatin—a theory maintained also, but 
for.a polemical purpose, by Hardouin, Salmeron, Bellarmine, Corn. a Lapide, 
and others—is based merely upon a hasty inference from the native language 
of the readers. Its composition in Greek however corresponds fully, not 
only with the Hellenic culture of the Apostle himself, but also with the 
linguistic circumstances of Rome (see Credner’s Hinl. II. p. 388 f.; Bern- 
hardy, Griech. Literat. ed. 2, p. 483 ff.), and with the analogy of the rest of 
the ancient Christian writings addressed to Rome (Ignatius, Justin, Irenaeus, 
et al.). 

That the two last chapters are genuine and inseparable parts of the Epistle, 
see in the critical remarks on ch. xv. 


1The reason why Paul himself did not» in his apostolic position. In this, when he 
usually write his Epistles is to be sought, had to enter on written communication, 
not in a want of practice in the writing of instead of the oral preaching for which he 
Greek—which is a supposition hardly rec- _ was called, friendly and subordinate hands 
oncilable with his Hellenic culture—but were at his service. Comp. on Gal. vi. 11. 
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Tavdov éxiatods 2p0s ‘Popatovs. 


The simplest and most ancient superscription is ; pd¢ 'Pwyuaiovc, in ABC &. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. ’Ijood X.] Tisch., following B, reads Xpiorot "Incot against decisive 
testimony.—In ver. 7 év ‘Péuy, and in ver. 15 roic év ‘Pou, are wanting in G. 
Born; and on ver. 7 the scholiast of cod. 47 remarks: 16 év ‘Péun ovre év 7H 
tinyijoet, odte Ev TO PnTO pvnuovevet (Who? probably the codex, which lay before 
the copyist). This quite isolated omission is of no critical weight ; and is in 
no case to be explained by the very unnatural conjecture (of Reiche) that Paul 
in several Epistles (especially in that to the Ephesians) addressed the readers 
simply as Christians, and that then the place of residence was inserted by the 
copyists in accordance with the context or with tradition, In ver. 7 the omis- 
sion might be explained by the reading év aydty which G and a few other 
authorities give instead of ayaryroic ; but, since rtoic év ‘P. is wanting in ver. 15 
also, another unknown reason must have existed for this. Perhaps some 
church, which received a copy of the Epistle from the Romans for public read- 
ing, may have, for their own particular church-use, deleted the extraneous desig- 
nation of place, and thus individual codices may have passed into circulation 
without it. Riickert’s conjecture, that Paul himself may have caused copies 
without the local address to be sent to other churches, assumes a mechanical 
arrangement in apostolic authorship, of which there is elsewhere no trace, and 
which seems even opposed by Col. iv. 16. — Ver. 8. izép] A B C D* K, &, min., 
Dam, read zep/, which Griesb. has reeommended, and Lachm. and Tisch. have 
adopted : justly, on account of the preponderant attestation, since both prep- 
ositions, though trép less frequently (Eph. i. 16; Phil. i. 4), were used for the 
expression of the thought (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 13. The less 
usual position tivd kaprdv (Elz. x. r.) is established by decisive testimony ; 
as also 6 @ed¢ ydép (Elz. 6. y. 0.) in ver. 19; and d2 «ai (Elz. 73 xa‘) in ver. 27, 
although not on equally strong authority.—Instead of od 6éAw in ver. 18, D* E 
G, It. and Ambrosiaster read ov« oloua. Defended by Rinck. But the very 
assurance already expressed in vy. 10, 11 might easily cause the od @éAe to seem 
unsuitable here, if due account was not taken of the new element in the prog- 
ress of the discourse contained in rpoeJéunv.—After evayy. in ver. 16 tod Xpic_ 
Tov (E1z.) is omitted on decisive authority ; mpdtov, however, which Lachmann 
has bracketed, ought not to be rejected on the inadequate adverse testimony of 
BG, Tert. as it might seem objectionable along with moretorts (not so in ii. 9 
f.). — Ver. 24. The xaZ is indeed wanting after J: in A BC 8, min., Vulg. Or. 
al, ; but it was very easily passed over as superfluous ; comp, ver. 26; ii. 1. 
Nevertheless Lachm. and Tisch, (8) have deleted it. — év gavroic] Lachm, and 
Tisch. read év avroe following ABCD* 8, min. But how frequently was 
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the reflexive form neglected by the copyists. It oécurred also in ver. 27 (B K). 
— Ver. 27. appevec] B D* G, 73, Or. Eus. Occ. read dpoevec. Adopted by 
Lachm. Fritzsche and Tisch. (7). Since two different forms cannot be sup- 
posed to have been usedin the same verse, and in that which follows dpoeveg 
év dpoeovis undoubtedly the true reading (only A* 8, min., and some Fathers 
reading uniformly d(/. év d).), we must here adopt the form dpcerec almost 
invariably used in the N. T. (only the Apocal. has 4.).— Ver. 29. ropveia] 
wanting after dds. in A B CK WS, min., and several vss. and Fathers. 
Deleted by Lachm. Fritzsche, and Tisch., and rightly so ; it is an interpolation 
introduced by those who did not perceive that the naming of this vice was not 
again appropriate here. It was written in the margin, and introduced at dif- 
ferent places (for we find it after rovypia also, and even after xaxia), so that it 
in some instances even supplanted zorypia.—The placing of xaxia immediately 
after ad:xig (Lachm. on weak authority), or according to A ¥, Syr., after rovnpia, 
(Tisch. 8), is explained by the aggregation of terms of a similar kind.—Ver. 31. 
After aorépyove Elz. and Scholz read doxévdove, which Mill condemned, and 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted. It is wanting in A B D* E G and &*, 
Copt. Clar, Germ. Boern. and several Fathers. It is found before dorépy. in 
17, 76, Theophyl. Taken from 2 Tim. iii. 3. — Ver. 32. After émiyvdvtec, D E 
Bas. read ovk évdnoar, and G, ov« éyvwoav. That deathisthe wages of sin—this 
Christian doctrinal proposition seemed not at all to correspond with the natural 
knowledge of the Gentiles.—Instead of «ira rototow, aAAd Kat ovvevdoxoitor B 
reads atta mototvtec, dAAQ Kal ovvevdoxodvtec; so Lachm. in margin, This 
arose from the fact, that eiciv was erroneously taken for the chief verb in the 
sentence ; or else it was a consequence of the introduction of ot« éyvwcav, which 
in other witnesses led to the insertion of ydp or 62 after od pdvov. 


Vv. 1-7.—The Apostolic salutation. 

Ver. 1. TatAoc] See on Acts xiii. 9. [See Note I. p. 72.]—dotdoc . . 
evayy. Ocod is the exhaustive statement of his official dignity, proceeding 
from the general to the particular, by which Paul earnestly—as dealing 
with the Church of the metropolis of the world, which had as yet no person- 
al knowledge of him—opens his Epistle as an official apostolic letter; with- 
out, however, having in view therein (as Flatt thinks) opponents and calum- 
niators of his apostleship, for of the doings of such persons in Rome the 
Epistle itself contains no trace, and, had such existed, he would have set 
forth his dignity, not only positively, but also at the same time negatively 
(comp. Gal. i. 1). —In the first place Paul describes by dovAog ’I. X. [See 
Note II. p. 73.]—Ais relation of service to Christ, as his Ruler, whose servant 
he is, and that in general (comp. on Phil. i. 1), just as the Old Testament 
mv 73y expresses the relation of service to Jehovah, without marking off 
in itself exclusively any definite class, such as the prophetic or the priestly 
(see Josh. i. 1, xiv. 7, xxii. 4; Judg. ii. 8; Ps. cxxxi. 10; comp. Acts xvi. 
17). This relation of entire dependence (Gal. i. 10; Col. iv. 12) is then 
specifically and particularly indicated by KAnrd¢ aréoroioc, and for this reason 
the former dovdoc "I. X. cannot be rendered merely in general Christi cultor 
(so Fritzsche), which is inadequate also at 1 Cor. vii. 22 ; Eph. vi. 6. Paul 
was called to his office, like all the earlier Apostles; he did not arrive at it 
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by his own choice or through accidental circumstances. For the history of 
this divine calling, accomplished through the exalted Christ Himself, see 
Acts ix. (xxii. 26), and the remarks thereon. This «4yré¢ presented itself 
so naturally to the Apostle as an essential element *in the full description 
of his official position which he meant to give (comp. 1 Cor. i. 1), that the’ 
supposition of a side-glance at uncalled teachers (Cameron, Gléckler) seems 
very arbitrary. — ddwpiouévoe eic evayy. Ocod] characterizes the xAyri¢ améaroAog ~ 
more precisely: set apart (definitely separated from the rest of mankind) for 
God’s message of salvation, to be its preacher and minister (see on Eph. iii. 
%). The article before eiayy. elsewhere invariably given in the N. T., is 
omitted here, because Paul views the message of God, of which he desires 
to speak, primarily under its qualitative aspect (comp. also van Hengel and 
Hofmann). Concrete definiteness is only added to it gradually by the 
_ further clauses delineating its character. This mode of expression implies 
a certain festal tone, in harmony with the whole solemn character of the 
pregnant opening of the Epistle: for a gospel of God, which He promised 
before, etc. Still we are not to understand, with Th. Schott, a work of 
proclamation, since evayy. is not the work of conveying a message, but the 
message itsclf. Ocov is the genitive subjecti (awetoris), ver. 2, not objecti 
(Chrysostom). See on Marki. 1. It is God who causes the message of 
salvation here referred to, which is His Aéyoc (Acts x. 36), to be proclaimed; 
comp. xv. 16; 2 Cor. xi. 7; 1 Thess. ii. 2, 8, 9; 1 Pet. iv. 17. The desig- 
nation of Apostle to the Gentiles is involved in d¢wp. eic ev. 8. though not 
expressed (against Beza and others). Further, since ddwp. is parallel with 
the previous xAyréc, it is neither to be explained, with Toletus and others, 
including Olshausen, by Acts xiii. 2, nor with Reiche, Ewald, and van Hen- 
gel (following Chrysostom and others) by Gal. i. 15, comp. Jer. i. 5; but 
rather by Acts ix. 15 (cxevog éxAoyjc), comp. xxvi. 16 ff. The setting apart 
took place as a historical fact in and with his calling at Damascus. Entire- 
ly different is the mode of presenting the matter in Gal. i. 15, where agopicac 
ue ék Kota. uytp. as the act of predestination in the counsel of God, is placed 
before the xadécac, as the historically accomplished fact. The view of Dru- 
sius (de sectis, ii. 2, 6) and Schoettgen (comp. Erasmus and Beza), which 
Dr. Paulus has again adopted, viz. that Paul, in using the word ddwp., al- 
ludes to his former Pharisaism (‘‘the true Pharisce in the best sense of the 
word’), is based on the Peshito translation (see Grotius), but is to be re- 
jected, because the context gives no hint of so peculiar a reference, for 
which also no parallel can be found in Paul’s other writings. 

Ver. 2. A more precise description of the character of this ebayyéAsov Ocod, 
according to its concrete peculiarity, as far as ver. 5 inclusive, advancing 
and rising to a climax under the urgent sense of the sacredness of his office, 
which the Apostle has frankly to assert and to establish before the church of 
the metropolis of the world, personally as yet unknown to him. — 6 rpoernyyel- 
Aaro x.7.A.] How natural that the Apostle with his Old Testament training 
should, in the light of the New Testament revelation which he had re- 


1 See Weiss in the Jahrd. f. Deutsche Theol. 185%, p. 97 ff. 
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cecived, first of all glance back at the connection divinely established in the 
history of salvation between the gospel which he served and ancient proph- 
ecy, and should see therein the sacredness of the precious gift entrusted 
to him! To introduce the idea of an antithetic design (‘ut invidiam novi- 
tatis depelleret,” Pareus, Estius, Grotius and others, following Chrysostom 
and Theophylact) is quite arbitrary, looking to the general tenor of vy. 1-7. 
The news of salvation God has previously promised (xpoernyyetaaro, 2 Cor. 
ix. 5; Dio Cass. xlii. 32) through His prophets, not merely in so far as these, 
acting as the organs of God (airow), foretold the Messianic age, with the 
dawn of which the ebayyédur, as the ‘“publicum de Christo exhibito prae- 
conium” (Calovius), would necessarily begin, but they foretold also this 
praeconium itself, its future proclamation. See x. 18, xv. 21; Isa. xl.1 ithe 
xbis 4, li 1idf.; Zeph. iii. 9; Ps. xix. 6, lxviii. 12; Deut. xviii. 15,48. It 
is the less necessary therefore to refer 6, with Philippi and Mehring, to the 
contents of the gospel. —rév zpognrdr] is not to be limited, so as either to in- 
clude merely the prophets proper in the narrower sense of the word, or to 
go back—according to Acts iii. 24, comp. xiii. 20—only as far as Samuel. 
The following é ypadgaic dy. suggests, on the contrary, a reference to all 
who in the O. T. have prophesied the gospel (even Moses, David and others 
not excluded); comp. Heb. i. 1. — év ypagaic ayia] Not : in the holy Script- 
ures (So most expositors, even Fritzsche), in which case the article must 
have been used; but qualitatively: in holy writings. The divine promises 
of the gospel, given through the prophets of God, are found in such books 
as, being God’s records for His revelations, are holy writings. Such are 
the prophetic writings of the O. T.; thus designated so as to lay stress on 
their qualitative character. Ina corresponding manner is the anarthrous 
ypadav mpodntixav to be understood in xvi. 26. 

Vv. 3, 4.1 We must, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, set aside the view 
which treats tov yevouévov . . . . vexpov, and vv. 5, 6, as parentheses, be- 
cause we have to deal with intervening clauses which accord with the 
construction, not with insertions which interrupt it. See Winer, p. 526 
[E.T. 565]. — repi rov viov abrov] [See Note III. p. 73.] ‘‘ Hoc refertur ad illud 
quod praecessit ebayyéAvov ; explicatur nempe, de quo agat ille sermo bona 
nuntians,” Grotius. §o, also, Toletus, Cajetanus, Calvin, Justiniani, Bengel, 
Flatt, Reiche, Kéllner, Winzer, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, Umbreit, Th. 
Schott, Hofmann, and others. But it may be objected to this view, on the 
one hand, that rspi is most natwrally connected with the nearest suitable 
word that precedes it ; and on the other that eiayy., frequently as it is used 
with the genitive of the object, nowhere occurs with epi in the N. T.;* and 
still further, that if this connection be adopted, the important thought in 
ver. 2 appears strangely isolated. Therefore, the connection of repi with 
8 xpoernyy., is to be preferred, with Tholuck, Klee, Riickert, Fritzsche, 


1 Comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. | would have only needed to repeat the «is 
1871, p. 502 ff. evayyéAvov with rhetorical emphasis, in order 

2Hofmann erroneously thinks that Paul then to add the object in the genitive (rod 
could not have added the object of his di- _vioda.). Comp. Dissen. a@ Dem, de cor. p, 
vine message otherwise than by wept. He 815. 
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Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, and others, following 
Theodoret ; so that the great personal object is introduced, to which the divine _ 
previous promise of the gospel referred ; consequently, the person concerning 
whom was this promise of the future message of salvation. God could not (we 
may remark in opposition to Hofmann’s objection) have previously promised 
the gospel in any other way at all than by speaking of Christ His Son, who 
was to come and to be revealed ; otherwise his rpoerayyéAdectar evayyédiov 
would have had no concrete tenor, and consequently no object. — rob 
yevouévov down to vexpov describes under a twofold aspect (xara) the exalted 
dignity of Him who had just been designated by rod viot airov : (1) Kara 
cépxa, He entered life as David’s descendant ; (2) kara rvetvya dyiwc., He was 
powerfully instated as Son of God by His resurrection. Nevertheless 6 vid¢ 
Tov Ocod, in the words zepi Tov viod airod (not aitov), is not by any means 
to be taken in the general, merely historical theocratic sense of Messiah 
(Winzer, Progr. 1835, p. 5 f.; comp. also Holsten, 2. Ho. d. Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 424 ; and Pfleiderer, /.c.), because this is opposed to the constant usage 
of the Apostle, who never designates Christ as vid¢ Osov otherwise * than 
from the standpoint of the knowledge which God had given to him by revy- 
elation (Gal. i. 16) of the metaphysical Sonship (viii. 3, 82 ; Gal. iv. 4 ; Col. 
i. 13 ff.; Phil. 11. 6 ff. al.) ; and the hypothesis of a modification having 
taken place in Paul’s view (Usteri, Kéllner ; see, on the other hand, 
Riickert) is purely fanciful. Here also the vid¢ rov Ocod is conceived in the 
metaphysical sense as He who had proceeded out of the essence of the Father, 
like Him in substance (not, as Baur thinks, as organ of the Spirit, which is 
the purer form of human nature itself), and is sent by Him for the accom- 
plishment of the Messianic counsel. But since it was necessary for this 
accomplishment that He should appear as man, it was necessary for Him,— 
and these essential modal definitions are now added to the viod tov avtod,— 
as a human phenomenon, (1) to be bern xara cdpxa, and indeed of the seed of 
David,* and yet (2) to be actually instated xara rveiua, as that which, 
although from the time of His birth in appearance not different from other 
men (Phil. ii. 7; Gal. iv. 4), He really was, namely the Son of God. These 
two parallel clauses are placed in asyndetie juxtaposition, whereby the 
second, coming after the first, which is itself of lofty and honourable Mes- 
sianic significance, is brought out as of still greater importance.* Not per- 
ceiving this, Hofmann fails to recognize the contrast here presented between 
the two aspects of the Son of God, because Paul has not used card rrevua de 
épiotévroc inthe second clause. — xara cdpxa] in respect of flesh ; for the Son 
of God had a fleshly mode of being on earth, since His concrete manifesta- 
tion was that of a materially human person. Comp. ix. 5 ; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; 
1 Pet. 118; Phil. i. 73: Romy v6 = 1 (Consxv.(91 <9) Tame aoe 


1 Comp. Gess, v. @. Pers. Christi, p. 89 ff.; | the two main epochs in the history of the 


Weiss, id1. Theol. p. 309. Son of God, as they actually occurred and 
2 But at the same time the idea of ‘‘anac- had been already prophetically announced. 
commodation to the Jewish-Christian mode 3 See Bernhardy, p. 448; Dissen. ad Pind. 


of conception ” (Holste.., 2. Hv. Paul. u. Petr. Exc. I1., de Asynd, p. 275. 
p. 427), is not to be entertained. Paul gives 
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the cap belonged in the case of Christ also, asin that of all men, the puyy 
as the principle of the animal life of man ; but this sensuous side of His 
nature was not, as in all other men, the seat and organ of sin. He was not 
capxixde (vil. 14), and wuyede (1 Cor. ii. 14), in the ethical sense, like all 
ordinary men, although, in virtue of that sensuous nature, he was capable 
of being tempted (Heb. ii. 18 ; iv. 15). Although in this way His body 
Was & odua TH¢ oapKdc (Col. i, 22), yet He did not appear év capri duapriac, 
but év duorpare oupkde duapriag (Rom. viii. 2). With reference to His Jleshly 
nature, therefore, ¢.e. in so far as He was a materially-human phenomenon, 
He was born (yevouévov, comp. Gal. iv. 4), of the seed (as descendant) of 
Dawid, as was necessarily the case with the Son of God who appeared as the 
promised Messiah (Jer. xxiii. 5; Ps. cxxxii. 11; Matt. xxii. 42; John 
vii. 42 ; Acts xiii. 23 ; 2 Tim. ii. 8). In this expression the é« orépyaroc 
Aavid is to be understood of the male line of descent going back to David 
(comp. Acts il. 30, é& Kaprod Tif¢ dogboc), as even the genealogical tables in 
Matthew and Luke give the descent of Joseph from David, not that of 
Mary ;* and Jesus Himself, in John v. 27 (see on that passage), calls Him- 
self in contradistinction to His Sonship of God, son of a man, in which case 
the correlate idea on which it is founded can only be that of fatherhood. 
It is, therefore, the more erroneous to refer é« om. Aav. to Mary (‘‘ex 
semine David, i.e. ex virgine Maria,” Melanchthon ; comp. also Philippi), 
especially since Paul nowhere (not even in viii. 8, Gal. iv. 4) indicates the 
view of a supernatural generation of the bodily nature of Jesus,* even apart 
from the fact that the Davidie descent of the mother of Jesus can by no 
means be established from the N. T. It is the more unjustifiable, to pro- 
nounce the metaphysical divine Sonship without virgin birth as something 
inconcewable * (Philippi). —There now follows the ofher, second mode in 
which the Son of God who has appeared on earth is to be contemplated, viz. 


2In opposition to Hofmann, (Weissag. u. 
Erfiiil. 11. p.49 (comp. the Erlangen Zeitschr. 
1868, 6, p. 359 f.), who generalizes the 
sense of the words in such a way as to con- 
vey the meaning that Christ appeared as 
one belonging to the collective body which 
traces its descent back to David. But in fact 
it is simply said that Christ was Born of the 
seed of David. The reading yevvwnévov (in 
min., and MSS. used by Augustine) is a 
correct gloss; and Hofmann himself grants 
(heil. Schrift N. T., in loc.) that yiyvec@ar éx 
here signifies descent by di7ih. And even 
if yevouévov be taken as meaning: who ap- 
peared, who came (comp. on Mark i. 4; Phil. 
ji. 7; so Ewald), still the genetic relation to 
the omépua of David remains the same. He 
came xat& cépxa of the seed of David, and 
that in no other way than through His birth. 
This remark holds good also against other 
obscure evasions to which Hofmann resorts 
in his Schrifidew. II. 1, p. 113; in his head. 
Schr. V. T. he adheres substantially to his 


earlier view (‘‘ come of the race which called 
itself after David, because tracing its descent 
to his ancestry”). No, the omépua of David 
is nothing else than his semen virile, out (éx) 
of which, transmitted (comp. a6, Acts xiii. 
23) through the male line from yeved to yevea 
(Matt. i. 6 ff.), at length the Son of God 
xara capxa—Christ, the David’s son of prom- 
ise—was born. See besides, against Hof- 
mann, Rich. Schmidt, /.c.—Because Christ 
was é« orépuatos of David, He might also 
Himself be called oméppa of David, in the 
same way as He is called in Gal. iii. 16 
onépua "ABpadu ; and He is so called Matt. 
j.1. Comp. further on é« oépuaros, in the 
sense of fatherhood, Soph. 0. CG. 214: tivos 
el omépumatos ... TaTpober. 

2 Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 328 ; Rich. Schmidt, 
Paulin. Christol. p. 140 ff. ; Pfleiderer, Zc. 

3 This opinion rests on a premiss assumed 
a priori, on an abstract postulate, the pro- 
priety of which it is impossible to prove. 
Comp. on Matt. i, 18, note. 
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with reference to the spirit of holiness, which was in Him. The parallclism 
between card odpxa and card rvetpa dy., apparent even in the position of the 
two elements, forbids us to understand xara rv. dywo. as denoting the pro 
supposition and regulative cause of the state of glorious power ascribed to 
the Son of God (Hofmann). In that case Paul must have used another 
preposition, conveying the idea on account of, perhaps dca with the accusative 
(comp. the 0:6, Phil. ii. 9), in order to express the thought which Hofmann 
has discovered, namely, that the holiness of His spirit, and therefore of His 
life, was to make His divine Sonship a state of glorious power. Regarding 
the view taken of éy duvdyec in connection with this, see the sequel. ‘Ayzw- 
civy, in Paul’s writings as well as in the Sept. (in Greek authors and in the 
other writings of the N. T. it does not occur), invariably means holiness 
(2 Cor. vii. 1 ; 1 Thess. iii. 13 ; Ps. xevi. 6, xcvii. 12, cxliv. 5), not sanctii- 
cation (as rendered by the Vulgate, Erasmus, Castalio, and many others, 
including Gléckler and Schrader). So also in 2 Mace. ili. 12. The genitive 
is the gen. gualitatis,' and contains the specific character of the rveiua. This 
rvevpa dywwo. is, in contradistinction to the cap, the other side of the being 
of the Son of God on earth ; and, just as the cap was the outward element 
perceptible by the senses, so is the rvevua the inward mental element, the 
substratum of His voi¢ (1 Cor. 1. 16), the principle and the power of His 
INNER life, the intellectual and moral ‘‘ Ego” which receives the communi- 
eation of the divine—in short, the gow avOpwroc of Christ. His zvetua also 
was human (Matt. xxvii. 50; John xi. 33, xix. 30)—altogether He was an 
entire man, and the Apollinarian conception is without support in the N. T. 
teaching—but it was the seat of the divine nature belonging to His person ; 
not excluding the specialty of the latter (in opposition to Beyschlag, Christol. 
pp. 212, 231), but being rather that which contained the metaphysical vidry¢ 
Oeov, or—according to the Johannine type of doctrine—the seat and the 
organ of the Adyoc, which became flesh in the human person of Jesus, as 
also of the fulness of the Holy Spirit which bore sway in Him (John iii. 34 ; 
Acts i. 25 2 Cor. iii. 17). Consequently the rvedua of Christ, although 
human (comp. Pfleiderer), was exalted above all other human spirits, 
because essentially filled with God, and thereby holy, sinless, and full of 
divine unpolluted life, as was no other human rveiya ; and for this reason 
Ilis unique quality is characterized by the distinguishing designation rveiya 
dywwotync, i.e. spirit full ef holiness. This purposely-chosen expression, 
which is not to be abated to the stwdiwm sanctitatis (van Hengel), must, 
seeing that the text sets forth the two sides of the personal nature of Christ, 
absolutely preclude our understanding it to refer to the mvetya Gysov,? the 
third person of the divine Trinity, which is not meant either in 1 Tim. iii. 
16, or in Heb, ix. 14. Nevertheless, the majority of commentators, since 
Chrysostom, have so explained it ; some of them taking it to mean : 
“secundum Sp, 8. ei divinitus concessum” (Fritzsche ; comp. Beza, Calixtus, 


1 Hermann, ad Viger, pp. 887, 891 ; Kiihner, 588, rvedua aywovvys, in so far as it produces 
Rk p. 2eb; holiness, 
? This is called in the Zest. XII. Patr. p. 
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Wolf, Koppe, Tholuck, and others),’ some referring it to the miraculous 
working of the Holy Spirit (Theodoret) or to the bestowal of the Spirit which 
took place through Christ (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, 
Kstius, Béhme, and others). Since the contrast between odpé and rveipua 
is not that between the human and the divine, but that between the 
bodily and the mental in human nature, we must also reject the 
interpretation which refers the words to the divine nature (Melanchthon, 
Calovius, Bengei, and many others); in which case some take dywwohva, 
as equivalent to @dry¢ (Winzer) ; others adduce in explanation of rveipa 
the here irrelevant mveiua 6 Oedc, John iv. 24 (Beza, Winzer, Olshau- 
sen, Maier, Philippi); others take the expression as substantially equiv- 
alent to the Johannine Adyoc (Riickert, comp. Reiche, ‘‘the principle of 
His higher essence’), and thus have not avoided an Apollinarian con- 
ception. The correct interpretation is substantially given by KGéllner, de 
Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald (also in his Jahrb. 1849, p. 93), and 
Mehring. Comp. Hofmann (‘‘spirit which supposes, wherever it is, a con- 
dition of holiness’), and also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 49, 
who nevertheless understands the divine nature of Christ as also in- 
cluded.” — épicbévroc] The translation of the Vulgate, gui praedestinatus est, 
based on the too weakly attested reading rpoopicbévroc (a mistaken gloss), 
drew forth from old writers (see in Estius) forced explanations, which are 
now properly forgotten. ‘Opie, however, with the double accusative, 
means to designate a person for something, to nominate, to instate (Acts x. 42 ; 
comp. Meleager in the Anthol. xii. 158, 7: o& Bedv Spice daiuwv), nor is the 
meaning different here.* For although Christ was already the Son of God 
before the creation of the world>aid as such was sent (viii. 3; Gal. iv. 4), 
nevertheless there was needed a fact, by means of which ie hai, 
after the humiliation that began with His birth (Phil. u. 7 f.), instating into 
the rank and dignity of His divine Sonship ; whereby also, as its necessary 
consequence with a view to the knowledge and conviction of men, He was 
legitimately established as the Son. The fact which constituted instatement 
was the resurrection, as the transition to His défa ; comp. on Acts xiii. 33 ; 
and éxoijce in Acts ii. 86. Inaccurate, because it confounds that consequence 
with the thing itself, is the gloss of Chrysostom : JdecyOévroc, aropavbévroc, 
xpibévtoc ; and that of Luther: ‘‘shkewn.” Umbreit’s rendering is errone- 


Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 
169, 503 f. 


1 Comp. also Zeller in the theol. Jahrb. 1842, 
p. 486. In his view (2 Cor. iii. 17), the mvedpna 


is the element of which the higher person- 
ality of Christ consists. According to Baur, 
Paulus I. p. 375, it is the Messianic spirit, 
the intrinsic principle constituting the Mes- 
siahship of Christ. According to Holsten, 2. 
Ev. a. Paul. u. Petr. p. 425, it is in itself a 
transcendent pneumatic force, which produces 
the éywwovvn, aradiance of the divine mredpna 
ayvov. 

2 A more accurate and precise definition 
of the idea may be found in Weiss, 6éd/. 
Theol. p. 813; also Rich. Schmidt, p. 105f. ; 


3 But not in the sense: destined to become 
something, as Hofmann thinks; nor gener- 
ally, in the sense: qui destinatus est, but 
rather: qui constitutus est (was instated). 
For otherwise the aorist participle would be 
unsuitable, since it must necessarily indi- 
cate an act following the yevouevov, ete. ; 
whereas the divine destination would be 
prior to the birth. Consequently, were that 
sense intended, it must have been, as in 
Acts x. 42, wpirpevov. 
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ous : ‘ separated,” namely from all men. — év dvvayer] Not : through omnip- 
otence (Umbreit), but : mightily (Luther), forcibly ; for this installation of 
the Son of God as Son of God was a work of divine power, which (see what 
follows) was accomplished by means of the resurrection from the dead. . 
Thus commanding power, divinely-energetic and effectual, forms the char- 
acteristic quality in which the épicudc took place. On éy, as paraphrase of 
the adverb (Col. i. 29; 2 Thess. i. 11), see Bernhardy, p. 209. é» dv». is 
not, with Melanchthon, Schoettgen, Pareus, Sebastian Schmid, and others, 
including Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Mehring, Holsten, Hof- 
mann, and Pfleiderer, to be connected with vioi Oeov (as the mightily powerful 
Son of God) ; for it was here of importance to dwell, not on a special pred- 
icate of the Son of God,’ but, in contradistinction to the éx orepu. Aav. xara 
capxa, upon the divine Sonship in itself ; of which Sonship He was indeed the 
hereditary possessor, but yet needed, in order to become instated in it with 
glorious power, resurrection from the dead. Thus, however, éy dvvaye, even . 
when rightly connected with épic8., is not, with Chrysostom and Theophy- 
lact, to be taken as ‘‘per virtutem, i.e. per signa et prodigia” (Calovius, 
comp. Grotius) ; nor with Fritzsche: v7 ei daté ; for Paul himself defines 
the how of the mighty dpucudc by : é avaor. vexpov. This, namely, was the 
causal fact, by virtue of which that dprcué¢ was accomplished ; for by the res- 
urrection of Christ, God, who raised Him up (comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 4), accom- 
plished in point of fact His instating declaration : Thou art my Son, this day, 
etc., Acts xiii. 33. Paul might accordingly have written 6:4, but é« is more 
expressive of the thought that Christ im virtue of the resurrection, etc. On 
éx, used of causal issuing forth, see Buttmann’s newt. Gr. p. 281 [E. T. 327] ; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 550 f. The temporal explanation, since or after 
(Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, Toletus, and others, including Reithmayr ; 
comp. Flatt, Umbreit, and Mehring) is to be rejected, because the raising up 
of Jesus from the dead was itself the great divine act, which, completed through 
the majesty of the Father (vi. 4), powerfully instated the Son in the Son’s 
position and dignities ; hence it was also the basis of the apostolic preach- 
ing, Acts i. 22, ii. 24 ff., xiii, 30, xvii. 81 f., xxvi. 23 ; Rom. iv. 24; 1 Cor. 
xv. 3 ff. Weare not to take the expression é€ avact. vexp., as is often done, 
for é£ dvaor. éx vexp., the second é« being omitted for the sake of euphony : 
but it must be viewed as a general designation of the category (vexpov, see on 
Matt. ii, 20): through resurrection of the dead, of which category the personal 
rising of the dead Jesus was the concrete case in point. Comp. xvii. 32. 


1 As if only a change of His attributes was 
concerned, or the transition into the full 


Jacto instatement, which accomplished 
itself in a way divinely powerful. What 


reality of the divine Sonship (Pfleiderer). 
The question concerned the installation of 
the Son of God as such, as it were His en- 
thronization, which had not taken place 
previously, but was accomplished by the 
resurrection with a mighty power. By 
means of the latter He received—as the Son 
of God, which from the beginning and even 
in the days of His flesh He really was—a de 


accrued to Him thereby, was not the full 
reality (see viii. 8; Gal. iv. 4), but the full 
efficiency of the Son of God; because He 
was now exalted above all the limitations 
of the state of His cévwors (Phil. ii.; 2 Cor. 
viii. 9); comp. @g. vi. 9; xi. 33 f.; v. 10; 2 
Cor. xiii. 4; and numerous other passages. 
The Son was now the kvptos wavtwv, had the 
name above eyery name, etc., etc. 


CHAP. I., 5. Bye 


So, also, de Wette, Hofmann ; comp. Philippi, who however, following 
Erasmus and Bengel, introduces also the idea, foreign to this passage, that 
our resurrection is involved in that of Christ. —The following ’Ijcov Xpucrow 
is in apposition to rod viod abrod in v. 8 ; not necessary in itself, but in keep- 
ing with the fulness of expression throughout this opening portion of the 
Epistle, which exhibits a character of majesty particularly in vv. 8, 4. — Ob- 
serve, further, that the exhibition of the holy and exalted nature of Christ 
in our passage serves to express the high dignity of the apostolic office. 
Of diversities in faith and doctrine in Rome regarding the person of Christ 
there is not a trace in the whole Epistle.! 

Ver. 5. To the general rov Kupiov 7juav, which designates Christ as the 
Lord of Christians in general, Paul now adds the special relation in which 
he himself stands to this common xépioc! He entertained too lively a con- 
sciousness of the bliss and dignity of that relationship, not to set it forth 
once more (comp. ver. 1) in this overflowing salutation ; this time, however, 
with closer reference to the readers, in accordance with his definite character 
as Apostle of the Gentiles. — Vv. 5, 6 are not to be enclosed in a paren- 
thesis ; and only a comma should be placed after ver. 6. —0v ov] through 
whom, denotes nothing else than the mediwm ; nowhere, not even in Gal. i. 
1, the causa principalis. The view of the Apostle is, as Origen rightly per- 
ceived, that he had received grace and apostleship through the mediation. 
of Christ, through whom God called him at Damascus. Regarding Gal. i, 
1, see on that, passage. — éAdBouev] He means himself alone, especially since 
in the address he specifies no joint author of the letter ; not however—as 
Reiche, following Estius and many others, thinks—using the plural owt of 
modesty (in the solemnity of an official epistolary greeting ?), but rather 
(comp. iii. 9) in accordance with the custom, very common among Greek. 
authors, of speaking of themselves in the plural of category (Kriiger, § 61, 
2; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2, 46). This is, no doubt, to be traced back 
to the conception ‘‘I and my equals ;” but this original conception was in 
course of use entirely lost. The opinion, therefore, that Paul here includes 
along with himself the other apostles (Bengel, van Hengel) is to be all the 
more rejected as unsuitable, since the subsequent év maou roi¢ é6veow points 
to Paul himself alone as the Apostle of the Gentiles. To understand Paul’s 
official assistants as included (Hofmann) is forbidden by the subsequent 
arooroagv, which does not mean mission in general, but, as invariably in the 
N. T., specially apostleship. — yapw x. arxooroAny] grace (generally) and (Gn 
particular) apostleship. [See Note IV. p. 74.] Xdpuv is to be understood, not 
merely of pardoning grace (Augustine, Calvin, Calovius, Reiche, Tholuck, 
Olshausen, and others), or of the extraordinary apostolic gifts of grace (Theo- 
doret, Luther, and others, including Flatt and Mehring) ; for such special 
references must be demanded by the context ; but on the contrary gener- 
ally of the entire divine grace, of which Paul was made partaker through 
Christ, when he was arrested by Him at Damascus in his career which was 
hateful to God (Phil. iii. 12 ; 1 Cor. xv. 10), converted, enlightened (Gal. i. 


1 Comp. Gess, von d. Pers. Ohr. p. 56. 
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16), and transferred into the communion of God’s beloved ones and saints. 
The special object (Gal. i. 16) and at the same time the highest evidence of 
this ydpic which he had received, was his reception of the azooroAq,* and 
that for the Gentile world. Others find here a éy 6:a dvoiy (Chrysostom, 
Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Glass, Rich. Simon, Wetstein, Semler, Koppe, 
Béhme, Fritzsche, Philippi, and others : ydpw arooroAge. This might cer- 
tainly be justified in linguistic usage by the explicative xai ;* but it arbitra- 
rily converts two elements, which taken separately yield a highly appropri- 
ate sense, into one, and fails to recognize—what is involved in the union of 
the general and the particular—the fulness and force of the discourse 
moving the grateful heart. This remark applies also against Hofmann, 
according to whom the Apostle terms one and the same vocation ‘‘a@ grace 
and a mission ;” in which view aroor. is erroneously rendered (see above), 
and in consequence thereof ei¢ trax. x. is then joined merely to yap. k. ar., 
and not also to é448. —eic¢ imax. riot.| Object of the éAaB. yap. x. axoor. : in 
order that obedience of faith may be produced, i.e. in order that people may sub- 
ject themselves to the faith, in order that they may become believing. [See 
Note V. p. 75.] Comp. xvi. 26; Acts vi. 7; 2 Cor. x. 5 f. ; 2 Thess. i. 8. 
To take iorc for doctrina jfidei (Beza, Toletus, Estius, Bengel, Heumann, 
Cramer, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Fritzsche, Tholuck, and others), is altogether 
contrary to the linguistic usage of the N. T., in which ziotvc is always sub- 
jective faith, although often, as in the present instance, conceived of object- 
wwely as a power. Comp. xvi. 26; Gal. i. 23. The actiwity of faith in 
producing works (Reithmayr), however, is not contained in the expression. 
The rior is, according to Paul, the conviction and confidence (assensws and 
Jiducia) regarding Jesus Christ, as the only and perfect Mediator of the 
divine grace, and of eternal life, through His work of atonement. Faith 
alone (to the exclusion of works) is the causa apprehendens of the salvation 
promised and obtained through Christ ; but, because it transfers us into 
living and devoted fellowship with Him, altogether of a moral character, 
it becomes the subjective moral power of the new life regenerated through 
the power of the Holy Spirit—of the life in Christ, which, however, is the 
necessary consequence, and never the ground of justification. See Luther's 
Preface. —The genitive riotewc, in accordance with the analogy of the 
expressions kindred in meaning traxo) tov Xpiorod in 2 Cor. x. 5, and 
brax. TH dAnOeiac in 1 Pet. i. 22, necessarily presents itself (comp. Acts vi. 7 ; 
Rom. x. 16 ; 2 Thess. i. 8 ; also 2 Cor. ix. 13) as denoting that to which the 
obedience is rendered ; not (Grotius, following Beza) the causa efficiens : 
‘ut Deo obediatur per fidem,” in which explanation, besides, the ‘“‘ Deo” 
is arbitrarily introduced.* Hofmann is also wrong in taking the genitive 


1 Augustine aptly remarks: ‘ Gratiam ’So also van Hengel, on the ground of 


cum omnibus fidelibus, apostolatum autem 
non cum omnibus communem _habet.” 
Comp. Bengel: “Gratia et singularis gratiae 
mensura apostolis obtigit.” 

2 Fritzsche, ad Maith. p. 856 ; Niigelsbach, 
z. Ilias, iii. 100, 


passages like v. 19; Phil. ii. 12, where how- 
ever the sense of obedience ¢o God results 
from the context; and Ernesti, Urspr. d. 
Stinde, II. p. 281 ff., who urges against our 
view that it makes tép rod ovopu. adrod su- 
perfluous. But the glory of Christ is pre- 
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miorewc as eperegetical (an obedience consisting in faith). —év maior roic Meow) 
is to be joined with ei¢ irax. ricrewe, beside which it stands ; the évn, however, 
are not all nations generally, inclusive of the Jews (so most expositors, in- 
cluding Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, Baur), but, in accordance with 
the historical destination of the Apostle (Gal. i. 16; Acts ix. 15, xxvi. 17 
f.), and in consequence of the repeated prominence of his calling as Gentile 
Apostle in our letter (ver. 18, xi. 18, xv. 16), all Gentile nations, to which 
also the Romans belonged (Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, van Hengel, Ewald, Hofmann and others) ; and these regarded not 
from a geographical point of view (Mangold, p. 76), but from a popular one, 
as 01; which precludes us from thinking—not as to a section, but at any 
rate as to the mass, of the Roman congregation—that it was Jewish-Christian. 
This his apostolic calling for the Gentiles is meant by Paul in all passages 
where he describes the é@v7 as the object of his labours (Gal. i. 16, ii. 2, 8, 
9; Eph. iii. 1, 8; Col. i. 273 1 Thess. ii. 16).—dmép rod dvdu. avoid] 
belongs, in the most natural connection, not to éadB. ... . aroot. (Rtickert) 
or to dv’ ob} . . . . &Gvecw (de Wette, Mehring, Hofmann), but to ei¢ draxopy 
: . veow ; ‘‘in order to produce obedience to the faith among all 
Gentile nations for the sake of (for the glorifying of, comp. Acts v. 41 ; Phil. 
ii, 13) Ais name.” Acts ix. 15, xv. 26, xxi. 18; 2 Thess. i. 12, serve to 
illustrate the matter referred to. The idea of wishing to exclude the glori- 
fying of his own name (Hofmann) is not for a moment to be imputed to the 
Apostle. He would have needed a very special motive for doing so. 

Ver. 6. Application of the contents of ver. 5 to the relation in which 
the Apostle stood to his readers, whereby he indicates how he is officially 
entitled to address them also, teaching, exhorting, and so forth — éy ol¢ éore 
Kal bueic KAnrol I. X.| To be written thus, without a comma after dyeic, with 
Heumann, Lachmann, Tischendorf, de Wette, Hofmann, and Bisping : 
among whom also are ye called (ones) of Jesus Christ. Among the Gentile 
nations the Roman Christians were, like other Gentile-Christian churches, 
called of the Lord ; amidst the Gentile world, nationally belonging to it (in 
opposition to Mangold’s mere geographical interpretation), they also shared 
this high distinction. The reference of the kai to Paul (Th. Schott), and 
consequently the interpretation : as I, so also ye, is erroneous, because the 
Apostle has asserted concerning himself something far higher than the mere 
Christian calling. The common interpretation of «Ayroi I. X. as an address 
(so too Riickert, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Mehring) makes the év oi¢ 
éore x. tu. quite a meaningless assertion ; for Bengel’s suggestion for meet- 
ing the difficulty, that év cic has the implied meaning : among which con- 
verted nations, is purely arbitrary. — Since the calling (to the Messianic salva- 
tion ; see on Gal. i. 6 ; also 1 Cor. vii. 17) is invariably ascribed by Paul to 
Goo (viii. 30, 1x. 24 1 Cor..i, 9, vii. 15, 17 1 Thess. ti, 12 ; 2 Thess: 2. 
14), we must explain it, not as,: called by Christ (Luther, Riickert, Mehring, 


cisely the lofty end of all draxovew +7 rioree, § 127; what Schmidt urges in opposition, in 
Where it takes place, it is acknowledged Rudelbach’s Zeitschr. 1849, I. p. 188 ff. is 
that Jesus Christ is Lord, Phil. ii. 11. untenable. 

1 Comp. Usteri, p. 281; Weiss, bid/. Theol. 
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Hofmann, and others), but as : called (by God) who belong to Christ (so Eras- 
mus, Beza, Estius, and most modern commentators, also Winer, p. 183 
[E. T. 195]). The genitive is possessive, just as in the analogous rovc¢ éxAexrove 
avrov in Matt. xxiv. 31. With the substantive nature of xAyré¢ (comp. Butt- 
mann, neut. Gr. p. 147 [E. T. 169]) the genitive by no means admits mere- 
ly the interpretation which points to the calling subject, as in 2 Sam. xv. 

1; 1Kingsi. 41,49; Zeph. i. 7 ; but admits of very different references, 
as e.g. in Homer, Od. xvii. 386, xAyroi ye Bporév are not those called by mor- 
tals, but those who are called among mortals (genitive totius). 

Ver. 7. Now for the first time, brought by ver. 6 nearer to his readers, 
Paul passes from the throng of the great intervening thoughts, ver. 2 ff., in 
which he has given full and conscious expression to the nature and the dignity 
of his calling, to the formal address and to the apostolic salutation. — xaou 
k.T.A.| directs the letter to all beloved of God who are in Rome, etc., and there- 
fore to the collective Roman Christian church, Phil. i. 1 ; Eph. i. 1 ; Col. i. 
1),1 but not, as Tholuck thinks,? at the same time also to those foreign Chris- 
tians who were accidentally staying in Rome, for against this view ver. 8, 
in which irép rdvtwv iuév can only refer to the Romans, is decisive. The 
maot would be self-obvious and might have been dispensed with, but in this 
Epistle, just because it is so detailed and is addressed to a great church 
still far away from the Apostle, rao: carries with it a certain diplomatic 
character. Similarly, though from other grounds, Phil. i. 1. —ayaryr. Geov, 
KAytoic dytow] Characteristic special analysis of the idea ‘‘ Christians” in 
accordance with the high privileges of their Christian condition. For, as 
reconciled with God through Christ, they are beloved of God (v. 5 ff., viii: 
39 ; Col. iti. 12); and, as those who through the divine calling to the Mes- 
sianic salvation have become separated from the xécyuoc and consecrated to 
God, because members of the new covenant of grace, they are called saints ; 
comp. 1 Cor. i. 2. This saintship is produced through the justification of 
the called (viii. 30), and their accompanying subjection to the influence of 
the Holy Spirit (A Cor. i. 30). De Wette erroneously interprets : ‘‘ those 
who are called to be saints.” So also Baumgarten-Crusius. The calling 
always refers to the salvation of the Messiah’s kingdom. But that the 
dy.érne is to be understood in that Christian theocratic sense after the analogy 
of the Old Testament WIP, and not of individual moral holiness (Pareus, 
Toletus, Estius, Grotius, Flatt, Gléckler, de Wette, and others), is plain 
from the very fact, that all Christians as Christians are dyiov.— ydpic . . . 
eipqvn] See Otto, in the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1867, p. 678 ff. Xdpic is the 
disposition, the subjective feeling in God and Christ, which the Apostle 
wishes to be entertained towards and shown to his readers ; eip#»n is the 
actual result, which is produced through the manifestation of the yépic : 


1 With these parallels before us, it is un- 
reasonable to ask why Paul does not desig- 
nate the readers asachurch. Bengel and 
van Hengel are of opinion that no regular 
congregational bond was as yet in exist- 
ence. Th. Schott thinks that Paul as yet 


stood inno relation whatever to the church. 
The oytes ev Popp x.7.d. are the church, and 
it is to the churches that he has written 
where he does not write to specified per- 
sons. 

2 Comp. Turretin, Wolf, and BOhme. 
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grace and salvation (DY wh), the latter in every aspect in which it presents it- 
self as the Christian issue of the ydpuc. Comp. Melanchthon. The specifi- 
cally Christian element in this salutation! lies in ard Ocod MOT OOG otaNaine 
Xpiorod. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor. i. 2; Eph. i, 2; Phil. i. 2; 1 Thess. 
aie Thesse3. £09 0 Tim. iQ 8 Tim. i. 2s Tie. i. 4 ; Philem. 3. 
The special rendering of eip#yn, peace, which, following Chrysostom and 
Jerome, the majority, including Reiche, Olshausen, Tholuck, Philippi, Um- 
breit, and others retain (the higher peace which is given, not by the world, 
but by the consciousness of divine grace and love, see especially Umbreit, 
p. 190 ff.), must be abandoned, because yapic kad eiphvy represent the general 
epistolary yaipew (Acts xv. 23 ; Jamesi. 1), and thus the generality of the 
salutation is expressed in a way characteristically Christian. —xarfp judv 
means God, in so far as we, as Christians, are His children through the 
viobecia (see on Gal. iv. 5 ; Rom. viii. 15). — kat xvpiov] t.e. Kat ard Kvpiov, not, 
as Gléckler, following Erasmus, takes it, ‘‘and the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ,” for against this view stands the decisive fact that God is 
never called owr and Christ’s Father ; see also Tit. i. 4 ; 2 Tim. i. 2. The 
formal equalization of God and Christ cannot be certainly used as a proof 
(as Philippi and Mehring contend) of the divine nature of Christ—which, 
however, is otherwise firmly enough maintained by Paul—since the different 
predicates xatpéc and kvpiov imply the different conceptions of the causa 
principalis and medians. For this purpose different prepositions were not 
required ; comp. on Gal. i. 1. 

Vv. 8-15. First of all the Apostle now—as under various forms in all his 
epistles, with the exception of that to the Galatians (also not in 1 Timothy 
and Titus)—expresses with thanksgiving towards God his pious joy at the 
faith of his readers ; and then assures them of his longing to be with them 
and to labour among them personally. The thanksgiving is short, for it 
relates to a church not only personally unknown to him, but also far 
removed from the sphere of labour which he had hitherto occupied ; but 
the expression of it is in accordance with the position of the church in the 
metropolis of the world. ‘ 

Ver. 8. Ipérov pév] [See Note VI. p. 75.] Tothat, which Paul desires jirst 
of all to write, there was meant to be subjoined something further, possibly by 
érecta 0é. But, amidst the ideas that now crowd upon him, he abandons this 
design, and thus the pév remains alone. Comp. ili. 2; and on Actsi. 1; 1 
Cor. xi. 18.2— 76 OG pov] od eit, @ Kat Aarpebw, Acts xxvii. 23 ; comp. 1 Cor. 
i. 4; Phil. i. 3, iv. 19; Philem. 4.— éca "Iyood Xpioroi] These words—to be 
connected with ebyapioré, not with nov, as Koppe and Gléckler think, 
against which vii. 25 and Col. iii. 17 are clearly decisive—contain the medi- 
ation, through which the ebvyapird takes place. The Apostle gives thanks 
not on his own part and independently of Christ, not dv éavrod, but is con- 
scious of his thanksgiving being conveyed through Jesus Christ, as one wha is 
present to his grateful thoughts ; inso far, namely, as that for which he thanks 


1 Regarding Otto’s attempted derivation 2 Schaefer, ad Dem, IY. p. 142; Hartung, 
of it from the Aaronic benediction, seeon1 Partikel, I. p. 410. 
Cor, i. 3. 
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God is vividly perceived and felt by him to have been brought about through 
Christ. Comp. on Col. iii. 17; Eph. v. 20. Thus Christ is the mediating 
causal agent of the thanksgiving. To regard Him as its mediating presenter 
(Origen, Theophylact, Bengel, and others, including Hofmann) cannot be 
justified from Paul’s other writings, nor even by Heb. xiii. 15. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia well observes : rov Xpiorov rabry¢ juiv Tie evxapsotiag THY aiTiay 
rapacyouévov. —% rlotic tuov] quite simply : your faith (on Christ) ; the 
praiseworthy character of the riorvc is only set forth by the contert (karayyéAA. 
év baw 7. «.) afterwards. Everywhere one hears your faith openly spoken of. 
Comp. xvi. 19. Observe how this flattering expression of the Apostle and 
the thanksgiving coupled with it, as also the orypix6jvat x.t.A., in vv. 11, 12, 
point to the church not as Jewish-Christian, but as Pauline. Mangold’s 
reference to Phil. i. 15-18, in opposition to this inference, leaves out of view 
the quite different personal sitwation under which the latter was written. 
Comp. on Phil. i. 18, note. — év 6Aw rt. xédcum] a popular hyperbole, but how 
accordant with the position of the church in thag city, towards which the 
eyes of the whole world were turned! Comp. 1 Thess. i. 8. It is, more- 
over, obvious of itself, that the subjects of the carayyéAAew are the believers. 
As to the unbelievers, see Acts xxviii. 22. 

Ver. 9. Tap] The pith of the following proof of the assurance conveyed in 
ver. 8 lies in adiaAeixrwc, not in the desire to come to Rome, which is not 
subjoined till ver. 10 (Th. Schott). The interest felt by the Apostle in the 
Romans, which was so vivid that he wnceasingly remembered them, etc., 
had even now urged him to his eh yapiorO TO Oe@ K.t.A. —dprve . . . . Cede] 
The asseveration in the form of an oath (comp. 2 Cor. i. 23, xi. 31 ; Phil. i. 
8) is intended solemnly to strengthen the impression of what he has to say ; 
viewed with reference to the circumstance which might readily excite sur- 
prise, that he, the Apostle of the Gentiles, had never yet laboured in the 
church—which nevertheless was Pauline—of the capital of the Gentile 
world. See vv. 10-13. The hypothesis of ‘‘ iniguos rumores,” that had 
reached his ears from Rome (van Hengel), is unnecessary and unsupported 
by any trace in the letter. — 6 Aarpetw x.r.2.] added to strengthen the assey- 
eration with respect to its sacred conscientiousness : to whom I render holy 
service in my spirit, i.e. in my moral self-consciousness, which is the living 
inner sphere of that service. This é» 7@ xv. nov, on which lies the practical 
stress of the relative clause, excludes indeed all Aarpetery of a merely exter- 
nal kind, exercising itself in works, or even impure ; but is not intended 
to suggest a definite contrast to this, which would here be without due 
motive. It is rather the involuntary expression of the profoundly vivid 
Jeeling of inward experience. The Apostle knows and feels that the depths 
of his innermost life are pervaded by his Aarpeteyv. Comp. @ Aarpebo . . 
év kafapG ovvedpoer, in 2 Tim, i. 8; also Heb. xii. 28. Td rvedvua pov cannot 
be the Holy Spirit (Theodoret),? but Paul bore the witness of that Spirit in 


1 Comp. Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 89 stowed on the Apostle (uov). See, against 
f.; see also on John iy. 23. this view, Rich. Schmidt, Paud. Christol. p. 
2Holsten also (2. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 33 ff. 
386) understands it of the Holy Spirit as be- 
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his own spirit (viii. 16 ; ix. 1). — é 76 ebayy. 7. vlod abrov] in the gospel of his 
Son, which I preach, defend, etc. That is the great sphere to which He is 
called in the service of God, in the consciousness of which he is impelled by 
an inward necessity to devote to his readers that fervent sympathy of which 
he assures them. Grotius and Reiche think there is an implied contrast to 
the Aarpeia év r6 vdum, which however is quite foreign to the connection. 
Can we think of a side-glance at the Jewish style of teaching—when the 
discourse breathes only love and warmth of affection ?— éc ad.aA. | o¢ does not 
stand for dr: (as following the Vulgate, the majority, including Fritzsche, 
think), but expresses the manner (the degree). God is my witness, how un- 
ceasingly, etc. Comp. Phil. i. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 15; 1 Thess. ii. 10; Acts x. 
28; Calvin ; Philippi ; van Hengel.* The idea of modality must be every- 
where retained, where d¢ takes the place of érv. > — pv. by. rowip. ] make men- 
tion of you, viz. in my prayers. See ver. 10. Comp. Eph. i. 16 ; Phil. i. 3; 
ie hess ads 

Ver. 10. Ildvrore . . . deduevoc] annexes to d¢ adiad. the more precise defini- 
tion: in that (so that) I always (each time) in my prayers request. ei, which 
is to be referred to the idea of definition of time (Bernhardy, p. 246), indi- 
cates the form of action which takes place. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 2; Eph. 
i. 16; Philem. 4 ; Winer, p. 352 [E. T. 376]. —eirwe #07 roré] if perhaps 
at length on some occasion. For examples of 7dn, already (Baecumlein, Part. 
p. 138 ff.), which, comparing another time with the present, conveys by the 
reference to something long hoped for but delayed the idea at length, see 
Hartung, Partikel. I. p. 238 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 607 ; comp. Phil. iv. 10, 
and the passages in Kypke. Th. Schott incorrectly renders rdvrore, under 
all circumstances, which it never means, and 707 rére as if it were 77 viv or 
dprt. The mode of expression by eixwe implies somewhat of modest fear, 
arising from the thought of possible hindrances. * — etodubgooua:| I shall have 
the good fortune. The active evodovy is seldom used in its proper signification, 
to lead well, expeditum iter praebere, a3 in Soph. O. C. 1437; Theophr. de 
caus. pl. v. 6, 7; LXX. Gen. xxiv. 27,.48; the passive, however, never 
means via recta incedere, expeditum iter habere, but invariably (even in Proy. 
xvii. 8) metaphorically: prospero successu gaudere.* Therefdre the explana- 
tion of a prosperous journey, which besides amounts only to an accessory 
modal idea (Beza, Estius, Wolf, and many others following the Vulgate and 
Oecumenius ; including van Hengel and Hofmann), must be rejected, and 
not combined with ours (Umbreit). — év r@ ed. r. Ocovjin virtue of the will 
of God ; on this will the eiodw#. causally depend. 

Ver. 11. ’Exix006] not valde cupio, but denoting the direction of the long- 
ing. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 2; Phil. i. 8. — ydpowa rvevparixdy] Paul calls that, 
which he intends to communicate to the Romans through his longed-for per- 
sonal presence among them (idsiv ; comp. Acts xix. 21, xxviii. 20) @ spiritual 


1 See also Ellendt, Lew. Soph. IT. p. 1000. 4 See Herod. vi. 73; 1 Cor. xvi. 2; 3 John 
2 See the passages in Heindorf, ad Plat. O° LX x. 2 Chron. xiii. 12); Ps. 1 3, and fre- 

Hipp. maj. p. 281, Jacobs. ad Ach. Tat. p. 566. quently ; Ecclus. xi. 16, xli. 1; Tob. iv. 19, v. 
3 Comp. xi. 14; and on Phil. iii, 11; 1 16; Test. XII. Patr. p. 684, 


Macc. iv. 10. 
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gift of grace ; because in his apprehension all such instruction, comfort, joy, 
strengthening, etc., as are produced by means of his labours, are regarded not 
as procured by his own human individuality, but as a result which the rveta 
dywov works by means of him—the gracious working of the Spirit, whose organ 
heis. While it was highly arbitrary in Toletus, Bengel, Michaelis, and others 
to refer the expression to the apostolic miraculous gifts—against which the 
evayyeAlcacba in ver. 15 is conclusive—it was a very gratuitous weakening of 
its force to explain it (as is done by Morus, Rosenmiiller, Kéllner, Maier, Th. 
Schott) as a gift referring to the (human) spirit ; ‘‘a gift for the inner life,” 
Hofmann. In such an interpretation the specifically Christian point of 
view (1 Cor. xii. 4; comp. evaoyia rvevuatixh, Eph. i. 8) is left out of account ; 
besides, mvevyatixéy would imply nothing characteristic in that case ; for 
that Paul did not desire to communicate any gifts of another sort, ¢.g. 
external, would be taken for granted. — The expression t... yap. i8 
modest (werpidfovroc, Oecumenius). Note also the arrangement by which the 
words are made to stand apart, and this delicate 71, the substantial ydpicya, 
and the qualifying wvevyarixdy, are brought into the more special promi- 
nence,’ — ei¢ rd oryp. tuac] Object of the intended communication of such a 
gift ; that ye may be established, namely, in the Christian character and life. 
[See Note VII. p. 75.] See ver. 12; comp. Acts xvi. 5; Rom. xvi. 25 ; 
1 Thess. iii. 2. The orypiza is conceived as being divinely wrought by 
means of the Spirit, hence the passive expression ; it was to be accomplished 
however, as Paul hoped, through him as the instrument of the Spirit. Man- 
gold, p. 82, has, without any ground in the text, assumed that this estab- 
lishment has reference to ‘‘ their abandoning their Jewish-Christian seruples 
regarding the mission to the Gentiles,” whereas ver. 12 rather testifies to the 
Pauline Christianity of the Romans. This remark applies also against 
Sabatier, p. 166, who understands ‘‘une conception de l’évangile de Jésus 
plus large et plus spirituelle.” 

Ver. 12. Totro dé gore] This, however, which I have just designated as my 
longing (namely, ideiv dyuac, va . . . ornpex0. buac) means, thereby I intend to 
say nothing else than, etc. By this modifying explanation, subjoined with 
humility, and expressed in a delicate complimentary manner (Erasmus puts 
the matter too strongly, ‘‘ pia vafrities et sancta adulatio”), Paul guards 
himself, in presence of a church to which he was still a stranger, from the 
possible appearance of presumption and of forming too low an estimate of 
the Christian standpoint of his readers.? — cvurapaxAn6jva] must be under- 


isetv; for both infinitives must have the same 
subject. If cvumapaxd. «.7.A. had been 
meant to be merely a delicate explanation 
of ornptxOjvat twas (the uswal exposition 


1On peradiSdvar rit re (instead of ruvé 
twos), comp. 1 Thess. ii. 8; Tob. vii. 9; 2 
Mace. i. 35. So sometimes, although sel- 
dom, in classic authors, Herod. viii. 5, ix. 34; 


Xen. Anab. iv. 5, 5; Schaef. Meélet. p. 21; 
Kiihner, IT. i, p. 295. ; 

2 The delicate turn which he gives to the 
matter is this: ‘to see you, in order that I,” 
etc., means nothing more than “fo be 
quickened along with and among you,” ete. 
Consequently cuvprapaka, is parallel to the 


after Chrysostom), then éu¢ must neces- 
sarily have been added to cvumapaxd. Gro- 
tius aptly says: “ouymapaxdA. regitur ab 
éxirod@,”” The true interpretation is given 
also by Bengel and Th. Schott; comp. 
Olshausen, Ewald, and Hofmann, who erro- 
neously imputes to me the common view. 
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stood not, with the Peshito, Vulgate, Valla, Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, de 
Dieu, and many others, including Koppe and Ewald, in the sense of comfort 
or of refreshment (Castalio, Grotius, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, Béhme)—which 
it would be necessary that the context should call for, as in 1 Thess. iii. 2 : 
2 Thess. ii. 17, but which it here forbids by the general ideiv tude, iva x.7.A. 
—but in the quite general sense of Christian encouragement and quicken- 
ing. The ovu.—however is not to be explained by tyuac Kat éuavrdy ; on the 
contrary, the év éuiv renders it necessary that Paul alone should be con- 
ceived as the subject of cvurapaxanOjva. He desires to be quickened among 
the Romans (év iuiv) at the same time with them, and this by the faith com- 
mon to both, theirs and his, which should mutually act and react in the 
way of the Christian sympathy that is based on specific harmony of faith. 
That the readers are not the subject of the cuwrapaxa. (Fritzsche, van Hen- 
gel) is certain from év éyiy, which, if it meant in animis vestris (van Hengel), 
would be a perfectly superfluous addition. — The compound ovurapak. occurs 
only here in the N. T., and is not found in the LXX. or Apocr. ;1—+ év 4a- 
Andow wiortc, More significant of the hearty character of the faith than 7 aA- 
Ahdwv rictic, is the faith of both viewed in its mutual identity, so that the 
faith which lives in the one lives also in the other. — tuéy re cai éuov] placed 
in this order with delicate tact. 

Ver. 13. My longing towards you has often awakened in me the purpose 
of coming to you, in order also among you, etc. Paul might have placed a 
kai before rpoe#., but was not obliged to do so (in opposition to Hofmann’s 
objection); and he has not put it, because he did not think of it. The dis- 
course proceeds from the desire (ver. 11) to the purpose, which is coming 
nearer to realization. Hence it is the less necessary to transfer the weight 
of the thought in ver. 13 to the clause expressive of purpose (Mangold). — 
ov Oédw d& ty. ayv.]| The Apostle lays stress on this communication. 
Comp. on xi. 25. The 62 is the simple peraBarixdv, — kai éxod. dype Tod 
devpo] is a parenthesis separated from the structure of the sentence, so 
that iva attaches itself to mpoeO. 220. mp. tu. The kat, however, is not to 
be taken as adversative, as Kéllner still thinks (see, in opposition to this, 
Fritzsche), but as the simple and marking the sequence of thought, which 
here (comp. John xvii. 10) intervenes parenthetically. For the view which 
makes it still dependent on érz, so that it introduces the second part of 
what the readers are to know (Hofmann), is precluded by the following 
clause of purpose, which can only apply to that resolution so often formed. 
— detpo] used only here in the N. T. as a particle of time, but more fre-_ 
quently in Plato and later authors; see Wetstein. That by which Paul had 
been hitherto hindered, may be seen in xv. 22; consequently it was neither 
by the devil (1 Thess. ii. 18) nor by the Holy Spirit (Acts xvi. 6 f.).  Gro- 
tius aptly observes (comp. xv. 22): ‘‘ Magis urgebat necessitas locorum, in 
quibus Christus erat ignotus.” — iva rid xaprov k.7.A.] is entirely parallel in 
sense with iva rz yeradd x.7.2. in ver. 11, and it is a gratuitous refining on 
the figurative caprév to find specially indicated here the conversion of unbe- 


1 But see Plat. Rep. p. 555 A; and Polyb. v. 83, 3. 
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lievers beyond the range which the church had hitherto embraced (Hofmann) ; 
comp. also Th. Schott, and even Mangold, who takes the Apostle as an- 
nouncing his desire to take in hand the Gentile mission also among his read- 
ers, so that the xapré¢ would be Gentiles to be converted. No; by kaprév 
Paul, with a complimentary egotism flattering to the readers, describes that 
which his personal labours among the Romans would have effected—conse- 
quently what had been said without metaphor in ver. 11—according toa 
current figure (John iv. 36, xv. 16; Phil. i. 22; Col. i. 6), as harvestfruit 
which he would have had among them, and which as the produce of his 
labour would have been his (ideal) possession among them. But in this view 
the literal sense of éyev (comp. vi. 21 f.) is not even to be altered by tak- 
ing it as consequi (Wolf, Kypke, Koppe, KG6llner, Tholuck, and others). 
To postpone the having the fruit, however, till the last day (Mehring) is 
quite alien to the context. —xafac Kai év toic Aout Ev.) as also among the re- 
maining nations, i.e. Gentiles (see on ver. 5), namely, I have fruit. In the 
animation and fulness of his thought Paul has inserted twice the xai of 
comparison, inasmuch as there was present to his mind the twofold concep- 
tion: (1) ‘‘ among you also,*as among;” and (2) ‘‘ among you, as also among.” 
So frequently in Greek authors.? There is therefore no grammatical reason 
for commencing the new sentence with xa@é¢ (Mehring), nor is it in ac- 
cordance with the repetition of the év. 

Vv. 14, 15. Fuller explanation regarding the previous iva tua kapr. oO 
kal év bwiv, Kabdc kal gv Tt. Aor. EOveccy. — Respecting BapBapos 
(Svoua 76 oby ‘HAAn indy, AmMmonius), which, according to Greek feeling and 
usage, denotes generally all non- Greeks (Plat. Polit. p. 262 D)—all who were 
strangers to Greek nationality and language—see Dougt. Anal. II. p. 100 
f.; Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 6, 1. How common it was to designate all 
nations by thus dividing them into ‘EAA. x. Bap8., seein Wetstein and Kypke, 
with examples from Philo in Loesner, p. 2438. Of course the Hellenes in- 
cluded the Jews also among the BapBapo (a view which is attributed even to 
Philo, but without sufficient ground), while the Jews in their turn applied 
this designation to the Hellenes. See Grimm on 2 Mace. ii. 21, p. 61. Now 
it may be asked : did Paul inelude the Romans among the “EAAnvec or among 
the BdpBapo ? The latter view is maintained by Reiche and Kéllner, follow- 
ing older writers ; the former is held by Ambrosiaster, Estius, Kypke, and 
others, and the former alone would be consistent with that delicacy which 
must be presumed on the Apostle’s part, as in fact, since Hellenic culture 


1That the ‘‘ you”? must mean the Roman 
Christians, and not the still unconverted 


Laodiceans, and (yv. 5, 6) the Romans. 
Schott is compelled to resort to very fore- 


Romans (Th. Schott), is clearly shown by 
all the passages, from ver. 8 onward, in 
which the dmets occurs; and especially by 
the vty rots ev Péuy in ver, 15. As regards 
their nationality, they belong to the cate- 
gory of Gentiles. Comp. xi. 18, xvi. 4; Gal. 
ji. 12, 14; Eph. iii. 1. But if Paul is the 
Apostle of the Gentiles, the Gentiles already 
converted also belong to his apostolic 
sphere of labour, as e.g. the Colossians and 


ed suggestions regarding év vuiv and bmly, 
especially here and in ver. 15; as also Man- 
gold, who can only find therein a geograph- 
ical designation (comp. Hofmann: ‘‘ he 
addresses them as a constituent portion of 
the people of Rome*’), Comp. on ver. 15. 

2 See Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 153; Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 457 E; Winer, p. 
409 [E. T. 440]. 
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had become prevalent in Rome, especially since the time of Augustus, the 
Roman community was regarded from the Roman‘point of view as separated 
from the barbaria, and only nations like the Germans, Scythians, etc., were 
reckoned to belong to the latter.'| But the following oodoic¢ re kad avofroic, as 
also the circumstance that the Romans, although they separated themselves 
from the barbarians (Greek authors included them among these, Polyb. v. 
104, 1, ix. 87, 5, Krebs and Kypke in loc.), are nowhere reckoned among the 
Hellenes or designated as such, make it evident that the above question is to 
be entirely excluded here, and that Paul’s object is merely to set forth gener- 
ally his obligation as Apostle of the Gentiles in its wniversality. This he 
does in the form of a twofold division, according to nationality, and accord- 
ing to condition of culture, so that the thought which he would express is : 
Tam in duty bound to all Gentiles, without distinction of their nationality or 
of their culture ; therefore I am ready, to you also, ete. — ddecaérnc] Paul re- 
gards the divine obligation of office, received through Christ (ver. 5), as the 
undertaking of a debt, which he has to discharge by preaching the Gospel 
among all Gentile nations.*— obra] so, that is, in accordance with this relation, 
by which I am in duty bound to the "EAAyo« r. k. BapB., to the cod. tr. x. 
avoyr. It does not refer to cafac, ver. 13, which is dependent on the pre- 
ceding kai év éuiv, but gathers up in itself the import of "EAAyo. . . 
so then, ita, sic igitur.* Bengel well says: ‘‘ est quasi ephiphonema et illatio 
a toto ad partem insignem.” — The otro 76 kar’ éué rpdOvuov (sc. éori) is to be 
translated : accordingly, the inclination on my part lit. the on-my-part ineli- 
nation] is, so that 756 belongs to rpéAvuov, though the expression 76 «ar’ éué 
mpo0vuov, is not substantially different from the simple 7d mpdAuyéy pov, but 
only more significantly indicative of the idea that Paul on his part was will- 
ing, ete. Comp. on Eph.i.15. He says therefore : in this state of the case 
the inclination which exists on his side is, to preach to the Romans also. At the 
same time kar’ éué is purposely chosen out of a feeling of dependence on a 
higher Will (ver. 10), rather than the simple 7d zpd@uudv pov, instead of 
which 76 éuov mpé0vuov would come nearer to the expression by kar’ éué.* 
The above connection of rd . . . . mpd0vuov is adopted by Seb. Schmid, 
Kypke, Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Mehring, and others. So 
also Th. Schott, who however takes otrw in a predicative sense ; as does 
likewise Hofmann : Thus the case stands as to the fact and manner of the in- 
clination on my part. This however is the less appropriate, because ver. 14 
contains, not the mode, but the regulative basis of the rpofuyia of ver. 15. 
If 7d car’ éué be taken by itself, and not along with rpé@vuov, there would re- 
sult the meaning : there is, so far as I am concerned, an inclination ; comp. 
de Wette. But, however correct in linguistic usage might be 10 xar’ éué,* 


. ebful: 


1 Comp. Cicero, de fin. ii. 15, “non solum 
Graccia et Italia sed etiam omnis dar- 
baria.” 

2 Comp. inreference to this subject, Acts 
xxvi. 17f.; Gal. ii. 7; 1 Cor. ix. 16. — 

3 See Hermann, ad Luc, de hist. conscr. p. 
161; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 307 [E. T. 357]. 


4 On the substantival mpd@vpov, in the 
sense of mpo$upia, comp. 8 Macc. v.26; Plat. 
Leg. ix. p. 859 B; Eur. Med. 178 ; Thue. iii. 
82, 8; Herodian, viii. 3, 15. 

5 See Schaefer, ad Bos. Hil. p. 278; Mat- 
thiae, p. 734. 
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which would here yield the sense pro mea virili, as in Dem. 1210, 20, the 
xpéOvuov without a verb would stand abruptly and awkwardly, because not 
the mere copula éor/, but éori in the sense of répeor, adest, would require to 
be supplied. Beza, Grotius, Bengel, Tholuck, Riickert, Kéllner, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, take rd kar’ éué as a periphrasis for 2yé, so that xpé0vzov must be 
taken as the predicate (I on my part am disposed). Without sanction from 
the usus loguendi; what is cited by K6llner from Vigerus, p. 7 f., and by 
Tholuck, is of a wholly different kind. The Greek would express this mean- 
ing by 7d. y’ éudv mpdbuuov.'— kai bpir] as also included in that general obliga- 
tion of mine ; and not : although ye belong to the codoi (Bengel, Philippi), 
which the text does not suggest. But roic év 'Péuy is added with emphasis, 
since Rome (‘‘ caput et theatrum orbis terrarum,” Bengel) could least of all 
be exempted from the task assigned tothe Apostle of the Gentiles. Hof- 
mann erroneously holds (comp. Mangold, p. 84) that Paul addresses the 
readers by iyuzv, not in their character as Christians, but as Romans, and that 
evayycAicacbat means the preaching to those still unconverted ; comp. Th. 
Schott, p. 91. No, he addresses the Christian church in Rome, to which he 
has not yet preached, but wishes to preach, the tidings of salvation, which 
they have up to the present time received from others. As in every verse, 
from the 6th to the 13th, so also here the tueic can only be the «yroi ’I. X., 
* ver. 6 f., in Rome.? 

Vv. 16, 1%. Transition to the theme (od yap érawy. rf. 
theme itself (ivayic . . . . Choerat). 

Ver. 16. Tap] Paul confirms negatively his zpofuuia. . . .-evayyedioacfat, 
for which he had previously assigned a positive motive. — ov yap éxaicy. T. 
evayy.| Written, no doubt, with a recollection of what he had experienced 
in other highly civilized cities (Athens, Corinth, Ephesus), as well as, gen- 
erally, in reference to the contents of the Gospel as a preaching of the cross 
(1 Cor. i. 18). Hence the negative form of the expression, as in contrast with 
the feeling of shame which that experience might have produced in him, as 
if the Gospel were something worthless, through which one could gain no 
honour and could only draw on himself contempt, mockery, etc. Comp. 2 
Tim, i. 12. — éraoyivoua (Plat. Soph. p. 247, D ; 2 Tim. i. 8), and aicyivouar, 
with accusative of the object : see Kiihner, H. i. p. 255 f.; Bernhardy, p. 
118. — dtvayec yap Oc0d ect] Ground of the ovk éxaicy. r. ebayy. Power of God 

genitive of the seject) is the Gospel, in so far as God works by means of the 
message of salvation. By awaking repentance, faith, comfort, love, peace, 
joy, courage in life and death, hope, etc., the Gospel manifests itself as pover, 
as a mighty potency, and that ef God, whose revelation and work the Gospel is 


evayy.), and the 


1 Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 588 A. 

2 See besides, against Mangold, Beyschlag 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 642 f. 

3 From his own point of view, viz. that 
the church in Rome was Jewish-Christian, 
Mangold, p. 98 f., suggests theocratic seru- 
ples on the part of the readers regarding 
the Apostles universalism. An idea incon- 
sistent with the notion conveyed by émacx., 


and lacking any other indication whatever 
in the text; for the subsequent “Iov8aiw re 
Tp@tov x.7.A. cannot have been designed 
cautiously to meet such doubts (see, on the 
other hand, ii. 9); but only to serve as ex- 
pressive of the objective state of the case as 
regards the historical order of salvation, in 
accordance with the doctrinal development 
of principles which Paul has in view. 
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(hence 7d ebayy. rob Oeod, xv. 16 ; 2Cor. xi. 7; 1 Thess. ii. 2). Comp. 1 Cor. 
i. 18, 24. The expression asserts more than that the Gospel is ‘‘a powerful 
means in the hand of God” (Riickert), and is based on the fact that it is the 
living self-manifestation and effluence of God, as pjua Ocov (Eph. vi. 17). 
Paul knew how to honour highly the message of salvation which it was his 
office to convey, and he was not ashamed of it. Here also, as in vv. 1, 9, 
7d evayy. is not the work or business of conveying the message (Th. Schott), 
but the message itself. — cic owrnpiav] Working of this power of God : unto 
salvation, consequently with saving power. And what salvation is here meant, 
was understood by the reader ; for cwrnpia and odfeoOa are the standing ex- 
pressions for the eternal salvation in the Messianic kingdom (comp. Choerat, ver. 
17), the opposite of améAeva (Phil. i. 28 ; comp. @dvaroc, 2 Cor. ii. 16). Comp. 
generally, James i. 21, rdv Adyov roy duvduevov cdoa Tac Wuydc tuov. As to 
how the Gospel works salvation, see ver. 17. —xavti t@ miotebovt:] shows 
to whom the Gospel is the power of God unto salvation. [See Note VIII. p. 
76.] Faith is the condition on the part of man, without which the Gospel 
cannot be to him effectually that power ; for in the unbeliever the causa ap- 
prehendens of its efficacy is wanting. Comp. ver. 17. Melanchthon aptly 
says : ‘‘ Non enim ita intelligatur haec efficacia, ut side calefactione loquere- 
mur : ignis est efficax in stramine, etiamsi stramen nihil agit.””— ravri gives 
emphatic prominence to the wniversality, which is subsequently indicated in 
detail. Comp. ili. 22. —’Iovdaiw re xpérov x. “EAAqui] te . . . . Kat denotes 
the equality of what isadded.’ _ xpérov expresses the priority ; but not merely 
in regard to the divinely appointed order of succession, in accordance with 
which the preaching of the Messiah was to begin with the Jews and thence 
extend to the Gentiles, as Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, 
and many others, including Olshausen, van Hengel and Th. Schott, have 
understood it ; but in reference to the jirst claim on the Messianic salvation 
in accordance with the promise, which was in fact the ground of that external 
order of succession in the communication of the Gospel. So Erasmus, Calo-. 
vius, and others, including Reiche, Tholuck, Riickert, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Philippi, Ewald, Hofmann. That this is the Pauline view of the rela- 
tion is plain from ii. 1 f. ; ix. 1 ff. ; xi. 16 ff. ; xv. 9; comp. John iv. 22 ; 
Matt. xv. 24; Acts xiii. 46. The Jews are the viol ri¢ Baovd., Matt. viii. 
12. —"EAAyv] denotes, in contrast to ’Iovdaiw all Non-Jews. Acts xiv. 1 3:1) 
Cor. x. 32 al. 

Ver. 17 illustrates and gives a reason for the foregoing affirmation : divayc¢ 
Ocov goTw ele owt. 7. T. TicT., Which could not be the case, unless dcxacoobyy 
Gcod x.7.A. [See Note IX. p. 76.] — dixatocbvy Oeov] That this does not denote, 
as in iii, 5, an attribute of God,’ is plain from the passage cited in proof’ 


1 See Hartung, Partikell, I. p. 99; Baeum- 
lein, Part. p-225. 

2%t has been understood as the truthful- 
ness of God (Ambrosiaster) ; as the Justitia 
Dei essentialis (Osiander); as the justitia 
distributiva (Origen, and several of the 
older expositors, comp. Flatt) ; as the good- 


ness of God (Schoettgen, Semler, Morus, 
Krehl); as the justifying righteousness of 
God (Marcker). According to Ewald it is 
the divine righteousness regarded as power - 
and life-blessing, in the goodness of which 
man may and must fully participate, if he - 
would not feel its sting and its penalty. 


\ 
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from Hab. ii. 4, where, by necessity of the connection, 6 dixavo¢ must denote 
the person who is in the state of the dicasoctvn Ocod. Comp. iii. 21 ff. It 
must therefore be an ethical relation of man that is meant ; and the genitive 
Ocod must (otherwise in Jas. i. 20)1 be rendered as the genitive of emanation 
from, consequently : rightness which proceeds from God, the relation of being 
right into which man is put by God (i.e. by an act of God declaring him 
righteous).? This interpretation of the genitive as gen. originis, acutely and. 
clearly set forth anew by Pfleiderer,* is more specially evident from iii. 23, 
where Paul himself first explains the expression dikavocivn Ocov, and that by 
Sixacobuevoe Swpedv tH adtov yapire, which is turned in ver. 26 to the active 
form : dicaovyra Tov é« riorewe 3 Comp. ver. 30,-viii. 83, according to which 
the genitive appears equivalent to é« Oecd (Phil. iii. 9), in contrast to the 
éuf and. idia dixacootvy (Rom. x. 8), and to the dicawiy éavtév (Luke xii. 15). 
The passage in 2 Cor. v. 21 is not opposed to this view (as Fritzsche thinks) ; 
see in loc. ; nor are the expressions dixasoicfar évériov Oecd (iii. 20), and 
napa Oc@ (Gal. iii. 11), for these represent a special form under which the 
relation is conceived, expressing more precisely the judicial nature of the 
matter. Hence it is evident that the interpretation adopted by many 
modern writers (including Kéllner, Fritzsche, Philippi, Umbreit), following 
Luther : ‘‘ righteousness before God,” although correct in point of substance, 
is unsuitable as regards the analysis of the genitive, which they take as geni- 
tive of the object.. This remark applies also against Baur, who (Paulus, II. 
p. 146 ff.) takes the genitive objectively as the dixazocivy determined by the 
idea of God, adequate to that idea ; whilst in his newtest. Theol. p. 134, he 
prefers to take the genitive subjectively : the righteousness produced through 
God, i.e. ‘‘the manner in which God places man in the adequate relation to 
Himself.”—The following remarks may serve exegetically to illustrate the 
idea of Sixacocbvy Ocov, Which in the Gospel is revealed from faith :—Since 
God, as the holy Lawgiver and Judge, has by the law imposed on man the 
task of keeping it entirely and perfectly (Gal. iii. 10), He can only receive 
and treat as a dixawo¢g who is such, as he should be—as one normally guiltless 
and upright, who should be so, therefore, habitwally—the person who keeps 
the whole law ; or, in other words, only the man who is perfectly obedient 
to the law can stand to.God in the relation of dixavoctyp. Such perfection 
however no man could attain ; not merely no Gentile, since in his case the 
natural moral law was obscured through immorality, and through dis- 
obedience to it he had fallen into sin and vice ; but also no Jew, for natural 
desire, excited by the principle of sin in him through the very fact of legal 
prohibition, hindered in his case the fulfilment of the divine law, and ren- 


Comp. Matthias on iii. 21: a righteousness, 


Wette, Winer, p. 175 [E. T. 186]; Winzer 
such as belongs to God, consequently, “a 


de vocid. Sixaros, Sikavorvvy, et Suxarody in ep. 


righteousness which exists also inwardly 
and is in every respect perfect.” 

1 Where whatis meant is the rightness re- 
quired by God, which man is supposed to 
realize through exerting himself in works. 

2 Comp. Chrysostom, Bengel, and others, 
including Rtickert, Olshausen, Reiche, de 


ad Rom. p. 10); Bisping, van Hengel, Er- 
nesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 153; Mehring ; 
also Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. I. p. 
627); Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 
408f.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 8380 f.; Rich. 
Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 10. 

3 In Hilgenfeld’s Zettschr. 1872, p. 168 ff. 
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dered him also, without exception, morally weak, a sinner and object of the 
divine wrath. If therefore man was to enter into the relation of a righteous 
person and thereby of a future participator in the Messianic blessedness, it 
was necessary that this should be done by means of an extraordinary divine 
arrangement, through which grace and reconciliation should be imparted 
to the object of wrath, and he should be put forward for the judgment of 
God as righteous. ‘This arrangement has been effected through the sending 
of His Son and His being given up to His bloody death as that of a guiltless 
' sacrifice ; whereby God’s counsel of redemption, formed from eternity, has 
been accomplished,—objectively for all, subjectively to be appropriated on 
the part of individuals through faith, which is the épyavov Aprrixdy. And, 
as this plan of salvation is the subject-matter of the Gospel, so in this Gospel 
that which previously, though prefigured by the justification of Abraham, 
was an unrevealed pvorfpiov, namely, righteousness from God, is revealed 
(aroxadtrrerar), Inasmuch as the Gospel makes known both the accomplished 
work of redemption itself and the means whereby man appropriates the 
redemption, namely, faith in Christ, which, imputed to him as righteousness 
(iv. 5), causes man to be regarded and treated by God out of grace and 
dwpedy (iil. 24) as righteous (dixavoc), so that he, like one who has perfectly 
obeyed the law, is certain of the Messianic bliss destined for the déxacoz.+ 
The so-called obedientia Christi activa is not to be included in the causa 
meritoria of the divine justification ; but is to be regarded as the fulfilment 
of a preliminary condition necessary to the death of Jesus, so far as the jus- 
tification of man was objectively based on the latter ; without the complete 
active obedience of Christ (consequently without His sinlessness) His passive 
obedience could.not have been that causa meritoria (2 Cor. v. 21). — aroxa- 
Aoxrera| is revealed ; for previously, and in the absence of the Gospel, the 
dixacoctvy Gcovd Was and is something quite hidden in the counsel of God, the 


1 Justification is simply imputative, an 
actus forensis, not inherent, and therefore 
not a gradual process, as Romang anew 
maintains, but produced by the imputation 
of faith. The new moral life in Christ is 
the necessary consequence (Rom. vi. 8), so 
that regeneration comes after justification— 
a divine order of salvation inconsistent 
with all Osiandrian views. See Ritschl, in 
the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 95 ff., 
aitkath. Kirche, p. 76 ff. The regenerate life is 
neither a part (Baumgarten-Crusius) nor the 
positive side (Baur) of justification, the con- 
ception of which isnot to be referred either 
to the consciousness of liberation from guilt 
given with conversion (Schleiermacher) ; or 
to the unity of forgiveness with the énstédl- 
ing of love (Marheineke) ; or to an anticipa- 
tion of the judgment of God on faith in respect 
to the divine /ife which develops itself from 
it as its fruit (Rothe, Martensen, Hundesha- 
gen, and others, including Tholuck on y. 9, 
and Catholics like Ddllinger, see on iy. 3)— 


so that, with regard to its truth, it would 
have to be made dependent on sanctifica- 
tion (Nitzsch), or the dying out of sin (Beck), 
and so forth,—or to the establishment of 
the nev sanctified humanity in the person of 
Christ (Menken-Hofmann). The Ferm. Conc., 
p. 687, rightly warns: “ne ea quae fidem prae- 
cedunt et ca quae eam sequuntur articulo de 
justificatione, tanquam ad justificationem 
pertinentia, admisceantur.” Respecting 
the sensus forensis of justification, which is 
by no means a product of medizval scholas- 
ticism (in opposition to Sabatier, p. 263), 
comp. Késtlin in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 
1856, p. 89 ff.; and in its purely exegetical 
aspect, especially Wieseler on Gal. ii. 16, 
Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zettschr. 1872, p. 
161 ff., and Weiss, did. Theol. § 112. We may 
add that with Luther’s doctrine of justifica- 
tion Zwingli substantially concurs. See, for 
defence of the latter (against Stahl), Ritschl, 
Rechtfert. u. Versdhnung, 1870, I. p. 165 ff. 
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knowledge of which is first given in the Gospel (comp. xvi. 25; Acts 
xvii. 30). The prophecies of the Old Testament were only preparatory and 
promissory (ver. 2), and therefore were only the means of introducing the 
evangelical revelation itself (xvi. 26). The present is used, because the 
Gospel is conceived of in its continuous proclamation. Comp. the perfect, 
regavépwrat, iii. 21, and on the other hand the historical aorist ¢avepwbévrog 
in xvi. 26. Through the aroxadupic ensues the gavepovofa, through the 
revelation the being manifest as object of knowledge. —éx riorewe ei¢ riatw] 
may not be connected with d:xaoc. (Luther, Hammond, Bengel, Koppe, 
Riickert, Reiche, Tholuck, Philippi, Mehring, and others), but rather—as 
the only arrangement which the position of the words admits without arbi- 
trariness—with aroxaAprreraz. So also van Hengel and Hofmann ; comp. 
Luke ii. 35. The dixasooivy cov, namely, is revealed in the Gospel é 
niorewc, inasmuch as in the Gospel faith on Christ is made known as the subjec- 
tive cause from which righteousness comes. Thus the Gospel, as the pjua rig 
mtotewc (xX. 8) and Adyor tHe KataAAaype (2 Cor. v. 19), makes the divine right- 
eousness become manifest from faith, which it in fact preaches as that 
which becomes imputed ; for him who does not believe the axoy riorewe 
(Gal. iii. 2), it leaves this dvcacoofvy to remain a locked-up unrevealed Dless- 
ing. But it is not merely éx ricrewe, but also eic riot ; to faith (comp. 2 Cor. 
ii. 16). Inasmuch, namely, as righteousness is revealed in the Gospel from 
faith, faith is aimed at, i.e., the revelation spoken of proceeds from faith, 
and is designed to produce faith, This sense, equivalent to ‘‘ ut jides 
habeatur,” and rightly corresponding alike with the simple words and the 
context, is adopted by Heumann, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Nielsen, and 
van Hengel. It is not ‘‘too meaningless” (de Wette), nor ‘‘ saying pretty 
nearly nothing” (Philippi); but is on the contrary emphatically appropriate 
to the purpose of representing faith as the Fac totum (‘‘ prora et puppis,” 
Bengel, comp. Baur, II. p. 161).!_ Therefore eic¢ ior is not to be taken as 
equivalent to cig tov miotetovra, for the believer (Oecumenius, Seb. Schmid, 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Reiche, de Wette, Olshausen, Reithmayr, 
Maier, and Philippi), a rendering which should have been precluded by 
the abstract correlative é« mictewc. Nor does it mean : for the furtherance 
and strengthening of faith. (Clem. Al. Strom. v. 1, Il. p. 644. Pott., 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, Beza, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and 
others, including Kéllner ; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, Klee, and Stengel ; 
for the thought : ‘from an ever new, never tiring, endlessly progressive 
faith” (Ewald) * is here foreign to the connection, which is concerned only 
with the great fundamental truth in its simplicity ; the case is different 
in 2 Cor. iii, 18. Quite arbitrary, moreover, was the interpretation : ‘‘ ex 
Jide legis in fidem evangelii” (Tertullian). Finally, to take riorw as faith- 
Julness, and to understand xieric ele rior in the sense of faith in the 
Saithfulness of God (Mehring), is to introduce what is neither in the words 


1 See also Hofmann, Schriftbev. I. p. 629 f. 3 Comp. Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret : 
Comp. vi. 19; 2 Cor. fi. 16. Set yap moredoat Tots mpodytacs, Kat &' 

* Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl.p. 7,116,  éxetvwv cis Thy Tod evayyedrlov mlaTLEY 
and Umbreit. modnynOnvar, Zeger, and others. 
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nor yet suggested by the context. Ewald in his Jahrb. IX. p. 87 ff., inter- 
prets : faith in faith, the reference being to the faith with which man meets 
the divine faith in his power and his good will (?). But the idea of ‘faith 
from beneath on the faith from above,” as well as the notion generally of 
God believing on men, would be a -paradox in the N. T., which no reader 
could have discovered without more clear and precise indication. After 
» é« mior. every one could not but understand ei¢ rior. also as meaning hwman 
faith ; and indeed everywhere it is man that believes, not God. — adc 
yéyparrat] represents what has just been stated, dicacoobvy. . . . miorw, as 
taking place in accordance with a declaration of Scripture, consequently 
according to the necessity of the divine counsel of salvation. He who from 
Faith (on Christ) is righteous (transferred into the relation of the dccasoobyy 
Gc0v) shall live (be partaker of the Messianic eternal life). This, as the 
Messianic sense intended to be conveyed by the Spirit of God (2 Peter i. 21) 
in the prophetic words, Hab. ii. 4, ‘‘ the righteous shall by his faithfulness? 
live” (attain the theocratic life-blessedness), is recognized by Paul, and ex- 
pressed substantially in the language of the LXX., rightly omitting the ov, 
which they inaccurately add to ricrewe. In doing so Paul might, in ac- 
cordance with the Messianic reference of the passage, connect é« mlorewe 
(1N34983)—seeing that on this causal definition the stress of the expression 
lies—with 6 dixaog ; because, if the life of the righteous has rioric as its 
cause, his dckacoctvy itself can have no other ground or source. That he has 
really so connected the words, as Beza and others rightly perceived (see 
especially Hélemann, de justitiae ex fide ambab. in V. T. sedibus, Lips. 1867), 
and not, as most earlier expositors have supposed (also de Wette, Tholuck, 
Delitzsch, on Hab. /.c., Philippi, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel, Ewald, 
and Hofmann, éx zior. cera, is plain from the connection, according to 
which it is not the life éx rior., but the revelation of righteousness éx mior. that 
is to be confirmed by the Old Testament. The case is different in Heb. x. 38. 
See further, generally, on Gal. iii. 11.—The dé is, without having any 
bearing on the matter, adopted along with the other words from the LXX. 
Comp. on Acts ii. 17. A contrast to the unrighteous who shall die (Hof- 
mann) is neither here nor in Hab. ii. 4 implied in the text. 

Vv. 18-32. [See Note X. p. 77.] Proof of ver. 17 deduced from experience, 
and that in the first instance with respect to Gentile humanity (the proof in 
regard to the Jews begins at ch. ii.). 

Ver. 18. This great fundamental proposition of the Gospel, ver. 17, is 
proved (yap) agreeably to experience, by the fact that, where there is no 
“xioric, there is also no aroxa/uyu¢ of righteousness, but only of the wrath of 
God. ‘‘Horrendum est initium ac fulmen,” Melanchthon, 1540. — aroxadir- 
tera] Emphatically placed, in harmony with the aroxad. in ver. 17, at the 
beginning. — épy7 Oot] The antithesis of dikavoc. cov, ver. 16. The opy7 
of God is not to be explained with several of the Fathers (in Suicer), Eras- 


1 This faithfulness, in the prophet’s sense, trustful self-surrender to God. Comp. Um- 
the 77))DN, and the iors in the Christian breit, p. 197. 
sense, have the same fundamental idea, 
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mus, and many later authorities, as poena divina, which is nothing but a 
rationalizing interchange of ideas, but rather in the proper literal sense : 
wrath, an affection of the personal God, having a necessary connection with 
His love. The wrath of God, the reality of which is indisputable as the 
very presupposition of the work of atonement, is the love of the holy God 
(who is neither neutral nor one-sided in his affection), for all that is good in 
its energy as antagonistic to all that is evil. See on Matt. iii. 7 ; Eph. ii. 
3. — dr’ obpavod] is neither to be connected with épy7 Gcov, as Beza, Estius, 
and many others hold, nor with the bare @eov (Mehring), but, as the order of 
the words and the parallel definition év air in ver. 17 require, belongs to 
aroxadinrerat ; so that heaven, the dwelling-place and throne of God (comp. 
on Matt. vi. 9), is designated as the place from which the aroxéAvwue of 
the dpy7 Ocod issues. ‘‘ Majestatem irati Dei significat,” Bengel. The reve- 
lation of righteousness takes place év ebayyeAiw, ver. 17, as something spirit- 
ually brought home to the consciousness through the medium of the Gospel ; 
but that of the divine wrath descends from heaven, manifested as a divine 
matter of fact ; by which description, however, the destructive character of 
this working of divine power is not expressed (Th. Schott), although it is 
in fact implied in the entire context. But what revelation of divine wrath is 
meant? Paul himself supplies the information in ver. 24 ff., in which is 
described what God in His sufficiently well-grounded (vv. 19-23) wrath did 
(rapédwxev avtobc).  God’s wrath therefore is revealed from heaven in this 
way, that those who are the objects of it are given up by God to terrible 
retribution in unchastity and all vice. Against this interpretation (comp. 
Mehring), which is adopted also by Tholuck, Weber (vom Zorne Gottes, p. 
89), and Th. Schott, it cannot be objected, with Hofmann, that Paul must 
have written drexa%¢0n ; for he here in fact expresses the general proposi- 
tion of experience, to which the concrete historical representation subse- 
quently shall correspond ; the divine axiom is placed first (present), and 
then the history of it follows (aorist). Irrelevant is also the objection of 
Philippi, that aroxaAbrrew always denotes a supernatural revelation. For 
aroxadbrrey Means to reveal what was previously unknown, what was veiled 
from our cognition, so .that it now becomes manifest ; and, in reference to 
this, it is a matter of indifference whether the revelation takes place in a 
natural orin asupernatural manner.? The mode of revealing is not indicated 
in the word itself, but in the context ; and hence according to the connec- 
tion it is used also, as here, of arevelation in fact, by which a state of things pre- 
viously unknown comes to our knowledge (Matt. x. 26; Luke ii. 35 ; 2 Thess. ii. 
3, 6, 8). Moreover, even according to our interpretation, a divine revelation 
is meant, by which there is certainly brought to light a wvorfpiv, namely, 
the connection of the phenomenon with the divine épy7. According to 


1 The idea of the divine dpy7 is diamet- 
tically opposed to every conception of sin 
as a necessity interwoven with human de- 
velopment. Even Lactantius has aptly re- 
marked, de ira Dei, v. 9: “ Si Deus non iras- 
citur impiis et injustis, nec pios justosque 
diligit ; in rebus enim diversis aut in ut- 


ramque partem movyeri necesse est, aut in 
neutram.” 

2 In this case it cannot make any differ- 
ence whether God is or is not the revealing 
subject, as is most plainly seen from Matt. 
xvi. 17. 


¢ 
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others, Paul means the énward revelation of the divine wrath, given by 
means of reason and conscience (Ambrosiaster, Wolf, and others, including 
Reiche and Gléckler), in support of which view they appeal to ver. 19. 
But, on the contrary, ax’ oiparvod requires us to understand an droKdauuc 
cognizable by the senses ; and ver. 19 contains not the mode of the manifesta- 
tion of wrath, but its moving cause (diér.). Others hold that the amoxdavue 

of the divine wrath has come through the Gospel (‘‘ continens minas,” Grotius), 
and that év air is to be again supplied from ver. 17. So Aquinas, Bellar- 
mine, Corn. 2 Lapide, Estius, Grotius, Heumann, Semler, Morus, Béhme, 
Benecke, Maier ; comp. Umbreit, who includes also the Old Testament. It 
is decisive against this view that az’ oipavod, just because it is parallel to 
év av7@ in ver. 17, lays down a mode of manifestation quite different from 
év avt@. Had the latter been again in Paul’s mind here, he would have 
repeated it with emphasis, as he has repeated the droxadtrrerar. Others hold 
that the manifestation of wrath at the general judgment is meant (Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Toletus, Limborch, Koppe, 
Philippi, Reithmayr, and Ewald). The present, considered in itself, might 
be chosen in order to express a vivid realization of the future, or might be 
accounted for by the év ait@, which, it is alleged, is to be again mentally 
supplied (Ewald) ; but the.former explanation is to be rejected on account 
of the preceding purely present aroxad. in ver. 17 ; and against the latter 
may be urged the very fact, that év air is not repeated. Had this been the 
meaning, moreover, the further course of the exposition must have borne 
reference to the general judgment, which it by no means does ; and there- 
fore this interpretation is opposed to the connection, as well as unwarranted 
by ii. 5 (where the mention of the revelation of judgment belongs to quite a 
different connection) ; and not required by the idea of aroxadbrrey itself, 
since that idea is adequately met by the divine matter-of-fact revelation of 
wrath here intended (see above), and besides, the word is repeated inten- 
tionally for rhetorical effect. Lastly, while others have contented themselves 
with leaving the droxdAvyc here in its entire generality (Olshausen, Tholuck ; 
comp. Calovius), and thus relieved themselves from giving any explanation 
of it, the reference to the religion of the O. T. (Bengel and Flatt) seems 
entirely arbitrary and groundless, and the interpretations which apply it to 
evils generally affecting the world as an expression of the divine wrath (Hof- 
mann), or to the external and internal distress of the time (Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius), are too general and indefinite, and thereby devoid of any concrete 
import in keeping with the text. —éml rio. doéB. x. adux. avOp.] contains the 
hostile direction (comp. Dem. 743, 22) of the droxadimrera: . . . . ovpavod : 
against every ungodliness and immorality of men, which, etc. ’AoéBeva and 
adixia? are distinguished as irreligiousness and immorality, so that both describe 
the improbitas, but under different aspects, in reference to the fear of God 
and to the standard of morals ; hence the former, as involving the idea of 
impiety, is the stronger expression.* That the distinction between them is 


1 Plat. Prot. p. 823 HE; Xen. Cyr. viii. 8, 7; 2 Comp. Dem. 548, 11: acéByya, ovk adicnua 
Tittmann, Synon. NV. T. p. 48. povor, 
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not to be understood, with Kéllner, following Theophylact, Grotius, Calo- 
vius, Wolf, and many others, as profanitas in Deum and injuria in proximum, 
is proved by the following év adikig natey. —Tov T. aAGO. év adiK. KaTex.| who 
keep down the truth through immorality, do not let it develop itself into 
power and influence on their religious knowledge and their moral condition. 
The article (quippe qui) introduces that characteristic of the avfpéxwv, not 
yet more precisely defined, which excites the divine wrath. Rightly in the 
Vulgate : eorum qui. See Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 134]. It may be paraphras- 
ed: ‘of those, I mean, who.” Comp. Kihner, ad Xen. Anab. ii. 7, 18. 
Bengel, moreover, aptly remarks: ‘‘ veritas in mente nititur et urget, sed 
homo eam impedit.” This is the peculiar, deeply unfortunate, constant 
self-contradiction of the heathen character.’ On karéyevv, to hinder, comp. 2 
Thess. ii. 6 ; Luke iv. 42 ; 1 Macc. vi. 27.7 Against the interpretation of 
Michaelis, Koppe, and Baur, who take xaréyecv here as meaning fo possess (1 
Cor. vii. 80 ; 2 Cor. vi. 10), ‘‘ who possess the truth in unrighteousness, who 
know what God’s will is, and yet sin,” ver. 21 is decisive, where the contin- 
uous possession of the truth is negatived by éuataébycav . . . xapdia ; where- 
fore also it cannot be rendered with Melanchthon and van Hengel : who 
hold the truth in the bondage of immorality (vii. 6 ; Gen. xxxix. 20, xlii. 19). 
The aAffeca is correctly interpreted in the sense of divine truth generally ; 
the mode of revelation, in which it is presented to man’s knowledge, is fur- 
nished by the context, here, by ver. 19 f., as the truth apparent by natural 
revelation in the works of God ; not therefore in the sense of the doctrine of 
the Gospel, which is hindered in its diffusion by Jews and Gentiles (Ammon, 
comp. Ewald). —éy ddvkia] instrumental. To make it equivalent to ddixw¢ 
(Reiche, folowing Theophylact, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Raphel, and others ; 
comp. év duvdyec in ver. 4) arbitrarily deprives the representation of an ele- 
ment essential to its fulness and precision, and renders it tame ; for it is 
self-evident that the caréyew r. a2. is unrighteous or sinful, but not so much 
so that it takes place through sin. — Finally, it is to be noted that Paul, 
in avOpér. (correlative of cod) tov Tr. GAGO. év adix. KaTex., expresses himself 
quite generally, making apparent by avOpér. the audacity of this God-oppos- 
ing conduct ; but he means the Gentiles, as is indicated even by év ddukie 
(comp. 1 Cor. vi. 1), and as is confirmed beyond doubt by the continuation 
of the discourse in ver. 19 ff. Koppe supposed that Paul meant the Jews 
especially, but included also the Gentiles ; Benecke, that he speaks of the 
whole human race in general, which view Mehring specially defends. But 
the peculiar character of what is contained in vy. 21-32 shows that the Jews 
are to be entirely excluded from the description which is carried on to the 
end of the chapter. It is not till ch. ii, 1 that the discourse passes over to 
them, and makes them suddenly see themselves reflected in the Gentile 
mirror, 

Ver. 19. Avérc] propterea quod—only to be separated by a comma from the 
foregoing—specifies more precisely the causal relation, on account of which the 


2Comp. Niigelsbach, Homer. Theol. I. p. 2 Plat. Phaed. p. 117 C; Soph. Al. 754; 
11 ff. Pind. Jsthm. iii. 2, and Dissen in Joc. 
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wrath of God comes upon such men, ete. (ver. 18). They keep down the 
truth through immorality ; if they did so out of ignorance, they would be 
excusable : but they do not do so out of ignorance, and therefore God’s wrath 
is manifested against them. This view of the connection is suggested by the 
literal meaning of diér itself, and confirmed by etc rd elvac abrovde avaronoy. 
Comp. Hofmann. So also Fritzsche, who, however, takes diérc as equivalent 
to yap, as does also Philippi,—a use of it that never occurs, not even in Acts 
xviii. 10. This linguistically erroneous interpretation of dié7c condemns also 
the view of Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, and Reithmayr, who discover here 
the proof, that the Gentiles keep down the truth by immorality ; or (so Th. 
Schott) that Paul rightly describes them as xaréyovtec «.7.A. No ; for the 
very reason that they have the yrwordv rod Ocov, which renders them inexcus- 
able, does the wrath of God go forth against the xaréyortec ; ver. 18. —7d 
yrworov tov Ooi] that which is known concerning God, not: that which is 
knowable concerning God, a signification which, though adopted by Origen, 
Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, 
Grotius, Wolf, Koppe, Riickert, K6llner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, 
Ewald, Umbreit, Mehring, Hofmann, and others, is never conveyed by yrworde 
in the N. T. or in the LXX. and Apocrypha, though it frequently occurs in 
classic authors.* In all the places where it occurs in the Scriptures, as also, 
though less frequently, in the classics,? it means guod notwin est (Vulgate), 
and is therefore equivalent to yrwrd¢ or yvdpeuoc, also in Acts iv. 16 ; Eccles. 
xxi. 7. The opposite: dyvworoc, Acts xvii. 23. Comp. Luther, 1545: 
«das (nicht : dass) man weiss, das (nicht : dass) Gott sei.” That which is 
known of God excludes that which needed a special revelation to make it 
known, as in particular the contents of the Gospel ; the former is derived 
from the general revelation of nature. If we should take yrwordv as know- 
able, the assertion of the Apostle would be incorrect without some limiting 
qualification ; for the positively revealed belonged to that which was hnow- 
able, but not to that which was known of God,* into which category it was 
brought only through special revelation, which it would otherwise not have 
needed. —év abroic] i.e. in their consciousness, év taic Kapdia abrov, ii. 15. 
Comp. Gal. i. 16. The explanation inter ¢psos, which Erasmus and Grotius 
(both referring it arbitrarily to the Gnosis of the philosophers among the 
Gentiles), Kéllner and Baumgarten-Crusius give, is to be rejected for this 
reason, that airoic égavépwoe, compared with vootpyeva xafopara, points to a 
manifestation of the yrwordy tod Ocod which is inward, although conveyed 
through the revelation of nature. — é¢avépwoe] God—and this subject is 


—which has no precedent in usage, is un- 


1See the passages from Plato quoted by 
suitable to the following ¢avepév éom, and 


Ast, Lew. I. p. 401; Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 


502; Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. T. 361; comp. 
dyveoros, which in Plato invariably means 
unknowable. 

2Xen. Cyr. vi. 8, 4; Arrian. Hpict. ii. 20, 
4; Aesch. Choeph. 702 ; Beck, Antiatt. p. 87, 
25. > 

3 Which, however, is not to be trans- 
formed, with Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, 
and others, into the subjective scientia Det 


is not to be supported even by the LXX. 
Gen. ii. 9; in which passage, if the text be 
not corrupted, ro EvAov Tod eidévat yvwordv 
kadod x. rovnpov must be rendered : the tree 
by which they were to learn what is known 
of good and evil, i.e. by which they were to 
become aware of that which they—by the 
very enjoyment--had known of good and 
evil. 
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again named with emphasis—has laid it clearly before them, made it lie 
openly before their view as an object of knowledge. Comp. on the matter 
itself Acts xiv. 17, xvii. 26 f. ; 1 Cor. i, 21. 

Ver. 20 f. Ta yap aépara . . . . Oevéryc¢] Giving a reason for, and explain- 
ing, the previous 6 Oed¢ yap aitoic é¢avépwoe. —Ta dépara abtov] His invisible 
things, the manifold invisible attributes, that constitute His nature. [See 
Note XI. p. 77.] Paul himself explains it afterwards by 7 aidso¢ airob dbvapec 
Kat Oecérne ; therefore it is not actiones Dei invisibiles (Fritzsche ; comp. 
Theodoret). —voobueva xabopatac] through the works are seen becoming dis- 
cerned ; vootweva Aefines the manner in which the kaopara takes place, 
otherwise than through the senses (the voeiv, a27” ob bupact Gewpeiv, Plat. 
Rep. p. 529 B), in so far as it is effected by means of mental discernment, by 
the agency of intelligent perception. The xafopara: forms with aépara a strik- 
ing oxymoron, in which the compound selected for that purpose, but not 
elsewhere occurring in the N. T., heightens still further the idea conveyed 
by the simple form.’— toi¢ rorjyacr] embraces all that God as Creator has 
produced, but does not at the same time include His governing in the world 
of history, as Schneckenburger thinks, Beitr. p. 102 f. ; for NW, with 
which roijua corresponds (LXX. Eccles. ii. 11, vii. 13, al.), is the formal 
expression for God’s works of creation ; as also Paul himself, in Eph. ii. 10, 
describes the renewing of man as analogous to creation. It is only of the 
works of creation that the Apostle could assert what he here says, especially 
‘as he adds ard xricewe xéouov. Since, moreover, roic¢ rojuact, by means of 
the works, contains the instrumental definition appended to voobueva xafoparat,” 
ard «ric. kéoxov cannot be taken in a causal sense (see Winer, p. 348 [E. T. 
370]), as the mediwm cognoscendi (so Luther and many others, including 
Calovius, Pearson, Homberg, Wolf, Heumann, Morus, and Reithmayr), but 
only in the sense of temporal beginning : since the creation of the world 
they are so perceived. —7 re didiog aitod div. x. Mecdtyc] A more precise 
definition of the previous ra adpata airtod. * ’ Aidcoc, everlasting, belongs to 
both substantives ; but «ai annexes the general term, the category, of which 
the divayuc is a species. See Fritzsche ad Matt. p. 786. Its relation to the 
preceding ré consists in its completing the climax and cumulation, for 
which ré prepares the way. Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 98. Hofmann is un- 
supported by linguistic usage in inferring from the position of ré, that didvoc 
is not meant to apply also to @ecdéryc. Itis just that position that makes 
aidiog the common property of both members (see especially Hartung, l.c. p. 
116 f.), so that, in order to analyze the form of the conception, we may again 
supply % didiog airov after «at. The Gecérn¢ is the totality of that which 


1Comp. Xen, Cyr. tii. 8,81: «i yap... . 
Huas ot woAguroe Oedoovrar . .. . TaAW Kabo- 
pavres nudv 7d wAnOos, Pind. Pyth. ix. 45.: 
olo@a .... 0 xadopgs. On the oxymoron 
itself, comp. Aristotle, de mundo, 6, p. 899, 


showing the manner of it, so that both 
together are defined instrumentally by rots 
Toujact, On voecvy, as denoting the inte- 
lectual animadvertere in seeing (Hom. JZ. aA. 


21. Bekk:; ad@edpytos am’ airOv tov épywv 
Oewpetrat (6 Oeds), 

2Not merely to voovueva (Hofmann), 
which is closely bound up with ca@oparat as 


599, in the inverse position: rdv $& isdp 
évéyce), comp. Niigelsb. z. dias, p. 416, ed. 3; 
Duncan, ed. Rost, p. 787. 

3 Stallbaum, ad Plat. Orit. p. 43 B.; 
Schaefer, Poet. gnom. p. 73; Schoemann, 
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God is as a Being possessed of divine attributes, as @eiov,—the collective sum 
of the divine realities.! This comprehensive sense must by no means be lim- 
ited. The eternal power—this aspect of His decérye which comes into prom- 
inence at first and before all others—and the divinity of God in its collect- 
ive aspect, are rationally perceived and discerned by means of His works. 
Arbitrary is the view of Reiche, who holds that Paul means especially 
wisdom and goodness, which latter Schneckenburger conceives to be intended ; 
and also that of Hofmann (comparing Acts xvii. 29 ; 2 Pet. i. 4), that the 
spiritual nature of the divine being is denoted. We may add that Riickert 
holds the strange view, that @evdryc, which could not properly be predicated 
of God, is only used here by Paul for want of another expression. It might 
be and was necessarily said of God, as being the only adequate comprehensive 
expression for the conception that was to be denoted thereby. For analo- 
gous references to the physico-theological knowledge of God, see Wetstein, 
and Spiess, Logos spermaticos, 1871, p. 212. The suggestion of Philo as the 
Apostle’s -scource (Schneckenburger) is out of the question. Observe 
further how completely, in our passage, the transcendental relation of God to 
the world—the negation of all identity of the two—lies at the foundation 
of the Apostle’s view. It does not exclude the immanence of God in the 
world, but it excludes all pantheism. See the passages from the O. T. dis- 
cussed in Umbreit. —eic¢ 16 elyae abrove dvarod.| has its logically correct ref- 
erence to the immediately preceding ra yap aépata . . . . Oevdrnc, and there- 
fore the parenthesis, in which Griesbach and others have placed ré yap ddp. 
. . . . Geérnc, must be expunged. The ei¢ cannot be said of the result, as 
Luther, and many others, including Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Philippi, Ewald, following the Vulgate (ita ut sint 
inexcusabiles), have understood it ; for the view, which takes it of the pur- 
pose, is not only required by the prevailing usage of ei¢ with the infinitive? 
(see on 2 Cor. viii. 6), butis also more appropriate to the connection, because 
the xaOopara: is conceived as a result effected through God’s revelation of 
Himself (ver. 19), and consequently the idea of the divine purpose in éi¢ 7d 
elvat x.t.A. is not to be arbitrarily dismissed. Comp. Erasmus (‘‘ne quid 
haberent,” etc.), Melanchthon (‘‘ propter quas causas Deus,” ete.), Beza, Calvin 
(‘‘in hoe ut”), Bengel, and others. But Chrysostom, even in his time, ex- 
pressly opposes this view (comp. also Oecumenius), and at a later period it 


Appropriately rendered in Vulgate by di- 
vinitas, 

2 Bis, with an infinitive having the article, 
is not used in a single passage, of the Epistle 
to the Romans in particular, in any other 
than a ¢telic sense. See i. 11, iii. 26, iv. 11, 16, 
18, vi. 12, vii. 4, 5, viii. 29, xi. 11, xii. 2, 3, xv. 
8, 13,16. Far too hastily de Wette terms this 
interpretation in our passage senseless, 


ad Is. p. 325 f.; also Winer, p. 520 [E. T. 
559]. ‘ 

10n the difference between this word 
and @eérys (Col. ii. 9), which denotes Deitas, 
Godhead, the being God, see Elsner, Odss. p. 
6, and Fritzsche in Joc. Van Hengel has er- 
roneously called in question the distinction. 
In Wisd. xviii. 9, namely, 6 THs OedtyTOS 
vdmos is not the law of the Godhead, but the 


law whose nature and character is divinity 
—of a divine kind; and in Lucian, de 
Calumn. 17, 4 ‘Hbaortiwvos Gedrns is the di- 
vinity of Hephaestion, his divine quality. 
In Plutarch @ecdrys very frequently occurs. 


and Baumgarten-Crusius agrees with him. 
Tholuck calls it grammatical terrorism. 
Hofmann recognizes the telie view as the 
true one in all cases where «ts is used with 
the infinitive. 
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became a subject of contention between the Lutherans and the Reformed. 
See Calovius. The view, which interprets it of the result, hesitates to admit 
the conception of a divine decree, under which Paul places the inexcusable- 
ness of men ; and yet not only may this stand to the perception of God from 
His works which has existed since the beginning in the relation of resulé, 
but, in accordance with the thoroughly Scriptural idea of destiny (comp. 
e.g. V. 20), it must stand to it in the relation of that decree. In this con- 
nection, which inserts the results in the divine counsel, the inexcusableness 
of man appears as telically given with the self-manifestation of God. Ver. 21, 

as in general even ver. 18, contains the perverse conduct of men manifesting 
itself in the course of human history, on account of which God, who foresaw 
it, has in His natural self-manifestation made their inexcusableness His aim. 

Inexcusable they are intended to be ; and that indeed on account of the fact, 

that, although they had known God (namely from that natural revelation), they 
have not glorified Him as God. — 61671] as in ver. 19, only to be separated by 
acomma from what precedes : inexcusable on this account, because. [See 
Note XII. p. 78.]—yvévrec] not : cum agnoscere potuissent (Flatt, Nielsen ; 
also as early as Oecumenius) ; nor yet : although they new God, so that it 
would be contemporaneous with oiy ... . éddfacav. So Philippi and van 
Hengel; also Delitasch, bibl. Psychol. p. 346. They had attained the 
knowledge from the revelation of nature (for to this, according to vv. 19, 
20, we must refer it, and not, with Riickert, to the history in Genesis of the 
original revelation), but only actw directo, so far as that same sclf-manifesta- 
tion of God had presented itself objectively to their cognition ; the actus 
reflecus remained absent (comp. Delitzsch, p. 347), and with them who 
keep down the truth év adcxig, ver. 18, the issue was not to the praise of 
God, etc. ; so that yvdvrec is thus previous to the ovy . . .. éddEacav. Paul 
sets forth the historical emergence of that for which they were inexcusable. 
They had known God, and yet it happened that they did not praise Him, 
etc. —oby ¢ Ocdv édéEaoav H niyap.| It would have been becoming for them 
to have rendered to God as such, agreeably to His known nature, praise and 
thanks ; but they did neither the one nor the other. Regarding d¢ in the 
sense : according to the measure of His divine quality, comp. on John i. 14. 
The praising and thanksgiving exhaust the notion of the adoration, which 
they should have offered to God. —aAaw guar. év roic dad. avtov] but they 
were frustrated in their thoughts (comp. 1 Cor. iii. 20), so that the concep- 
tions, ideas, and reflections, which they formed for themselves regarding 
the Deity, were wholly devoid of any intrinsic value corresponding with the 
truth. Comp. Eph. iv. 17. The paraidrye is a specific attribute of heathen- 
ism. Jer. ii. 5 ; 2 Kings xvii. 5 ; Ps. xciv. 11. Comp. also Acts xiv, 15 ; 
Judith vi. 4. — kat éoxorio#y «.7.A.] forms a climax to the foregoing. Comp. 
Eph. iv. 18, i. 18. Their heart that had been rendered by the éuaraidOyoav 
unintelligent, incapable of discerning the true and right, became dark, 

completely deprived of the light of the divine aA#@eca that had come to 
them by the revelation of nature. kapdéa, like 24, denotes the whole internal 
seat of life, the power which embraces all the activity of reason and will 
within the personal consciousness. Comp. on Eph. i. 18°; Delitzsch, p. 250. 
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To take dcbveroc here in a proleptic sense (see on Matt. xii. 18) is quite inap- 
propriate, because it destroys the climax. Comp. moreover on dobvetog, 
Wisd. xi, 15 ; as also on the entire delineation of Gentile immorality, ver. 
20 ff. ; Wisd. xiiii-xv, This passage as a whole, and in its details, pre- 
sents unmistakable reminiscences of this section of the book of Wisdom.? 
Without reason Tholuck argues against this view. 

Vv. 22, 23. In a false conceit of wisdom (comp. 1 Cor. i. 17 ff.) this took 
place (viz. what has just been announced in éwaraéfyoav . . . kapdia), and 
what a horrible actwal result it had !— The construction is independent, no 
longer hanging on the dire in ver. 21 (Gléckler, Ewald); the Surther 
course of the matter is described. While they said that they were wise (comp. 
1 Cor. iii, 21), they became foolish. Comp. Jer. x. 24 f. This becoming 
foolish must be understood as something self-inewrred—produced through 
the conceit of independence—as is required by the description of God’s 
retribution on them in ver. 24 ; therefore the ‘‘ dirigente Deo,” which Grotius 
understands along with it in accordance with 1 Cor. i. 21, is here foreign to 
the connection. The explanation of Kéllner, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others, including Usteri : ‘‘ they have shown themselves as fools,” is erroneous, 
because the aorist passive in ver. 21 does not admit of a similar rendering. 
—For examples of gdcxew, dictitare, in the sense of unfounded assertion 
(Acts xxiv. 9, xxv. 19; Rev. ii. 2), see Raphel, Xenoph. and Kypke. 
Comp. Dem. Phil. i. 46, ti. 9 ; Herodian, iii, 12, 9. Their pretended 
wisdom was a pdtato¢g dogocodia, Plat. Soph. p. 231 B. We may add that 
this definition is not aimed at the Gentile philosophers, who came much later, 
and in fact did not do what is declared in ver. 23 (comp. Calvin), but gen- 
erally at the conceit of wisdom (1 Cor. i. 21), which is necessarily connected 
with an estrangement from divine truth, and from which therefore idolatry 
also, with its manifold self-invented shapes, must have proceeded. For 
heathenism is not the primeval religion, from which man might gradually 
have risen to the knowledge of the true God, but is, on the contrary, the 
result of a falling away from the known original revelation of the true 
God in His works. Instead of the practical recognition and preservation 
of the truth thus given comes the self-wisdom rendering them foolish, 
and idolatry in its train. —xat Adak. «.7.A.] and they exchanged the maj- 
esty of the imperishable God for a likeness of an image of a perishable man, 
etc., 7.¢. instead of making, as they ought to have done, the glory of the 
eternal God manifested to them in the revelation of nature—7 1033, i.e. 
His glorious perfection (ver. 20)—the object of their adoration, they chose 
for that purpose what was shaped like an image of a perishable man, etc. ; 
comp. Ps. cvi. 20; Jer. ii. 11. The év (comp. Ecclus. vii. 18) is instru- 
mental, as is elsewhere the simple dative (Herod. vii. 152 ; Soph. Wiob. fr. 
400, Dind.) : thereby, that they made and adored such an duo/aua, and on 
the other hand rejected the glory of God, which they ought to have wor- 
shipped. Comp. LXX. Ps. Jc. 3 gAadtavto ry défav aitov év dpotmpare 
yéoyou.? Itis not mere similarity, but conformity with the object of compari- 


1 See Nitzsch in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1850, 2 On the genitive cixdvos comp. also 1 Mace. 
p. 887 ; Bleek in the Stud. w. Krit. 1853, p. 340 f. iii. 48; Rey. ix. 7; and on Opotwpa itself in 
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son concerned as agreeing therewith in appearance.’— «ai werewv. k. TeTpaT. K. 
éox.| No doubt as Paul, in using av6pérov, thought of the forms of the 
Hellenic gods, so in rerecv. x.7.4. he had in his mind the Egyptian worship 
of animals (Ibis, Apis, serpents).2 We may add that, like the previous 
¢0aprov avOpdrov, the genitives rerewéyv «.7.A. are dependent on eixévoc, not on 
éuotopare (van Hengel), which is less natural and not required by the singu- 
lar elxévoc, that in fact refers to each particular instance in which a man, 
birds, etc. were copied for purposes of divine adoration by means of statues 
and other representations. 

Ver. 24. Wherefore (as a penal retribution for their apostasy) God also gave 
them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity. [See Note XIII. p. 78. ] 
also, indicates the giving up as a thing corresponding to the guilt. Comp. 
on Phil. ii. 9. — év raic¢ émiO. Tr. x. ait.) contains that, in which they were in- 
volved, i.e. the moral condition in which they were found when they were 
given up by God to impurity. Comp. ver. 27 ; Eph. ii..3 ; Bernhardy, p. 
209. The instrumental rendering (Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Gléckler, and 
Krehl) is unnecessary, because the immediate literal sense of év is quite suf- 
ficient, and the former is less suitable as to sense, since it conveys something 
which is obvious of itself. —apédwxev] expresses the real active giving up 
on the part of God. The favourite explanation of it by eiace, so often resort- 
ed to since Origen and Chrysostom, is nothing but a rationalizing gloss at 
variance with the literal meaning. To the Apostle God is the living God, 
who does not passively permit the retributive consequences of fidelity or of 
apostasy—thus, as it were, letting them run their course, as an artificer does 
with his wheel work—but Himself, everywhere active, pervades and effect- 
ively develops the arrangements which He hasmade. If then God has so 
arranged that man by apostasy from Him should fall into moral impurity, 
and that thus sin shall be punished by sin (and this connection of sin with 
sin is in accordance both with experience and Scripture, Is. vi.10 ; Job viii. 
4; Ps. lxix. 28, lxxxi. 13 ; Mark iv. 12), this arrangement can only be car- 
ried out in reality through the effective action of its originator ; and God 
Himself must give up the apostates unto impurity, inasmuch as it is by His 
doing that that moral connection is in point of fact accomplished.* Con- 
sequently, if the understanding of zapédwxev in its strictly proper and posi- 
tive meaning is quite in keeping with the universal agency of God, in His 
physical and moral government of the world, without, however, making 
God appear as the author of sin, which, on the contrary, has its root in the 


. 
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the sense of likeness, v. 14, vi. 5, viii. 3; 
Phil. ii. 7; Eeclus. xxxviii. 28 ; 2 Kings xvi. 
10; Isa. xl. 18; 1 Sam. vi. 5; Plat. Phaedr. 


Dougtaeus, Anal. 69, p. 102, Grotius and 
Wetstein. 
3 Comp. Acts vii. 42; Rom. ix. 19; also 


p. 250 A; Parm. p. 182 D. 

1 See also Holsten, 2. Hv. des Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 440; Pfleidererin Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. p. 
523 f. 

2Pphilo. Leg. ad. Caj. p. 566, 570. For 
passages from profane authors respecting 
the folly (at which the $@aprod here also 
points) of image-worship, see especially 


2 Thess. ii. 11 f.; and the rabbinical passages 
quoted by Schoettgen, especially from Pirke 
Aboth, ec. 4: “Festina ad praeceptum lieve 
tanquam ad grave, et fuge transgressionem; 
praeceptum enim trahit praeceptum et 
transgressio transgressionem : quia merces 
praecepti praeceptum est, et transgressionis 
transgressio. 
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éxOvuiae Tt. kapd., we must reject as insufficient the privative interpretation? 
that became current after Augustine and Oecumenius, which Calovius has 
adopted in part, and Riickert entirely. Comp. Philippi, who thinks of the 
withdrawal of the Divine Spirit and its results, though in the sense of a posi- 
tive divine infliction of punishment. This withdrawal, through which man 
is left in the lurch by God, is the immediate negative precursor of the rapé- 
dwxev (Eeclus. iv. 19). Reiche thinks that Paul here avails himself, with more 
or less consciousness of its being erroneous, of the general view of the Jews 
regarding the origin of the peculiar wickedness of the Gentiles (Ps. Ixxxi. 
13; Prov. xxi. 8; Hcclus. iv. 19 ; Wisd. x. 12, xiii. 1; Acts vii. 42) + and 
that this representation of moral depravity asa divine punishment is to be dis- 
tinguished from the Christian doctrinal system of the Apostle. But how very 
inconsistent it is with the character of Paul thus consciously to bring forward 
what is erroneous, and that too with so solemn a repetition (vv. 26, 28) ! And 
is it not an arrangement accordant with experience, that apostasy from God 
is punished by an ever deeper fall into immorality ? Can this arrangement, 
made as it is by God ‘‘ justo judicio” (Calvin), be carried out otherwise than 
by God? Analogous are even heathen sayings, such as Aesch. Agam. 764 
ff., and the heathen idea of the @eo8AdBea.? But just as man, while his 
fidelity is rewarded by God through growth in virtue, remains withal free 
and does not become a virtuous machine ; so also he retains his freedom, 
while God accomplishes the development of His arrangement, in accordance 
with which gin is born of sin. He gives himself up (Eph. iv. 19), while he 
is given up by God to that tragic nexus of moral destiny ; and he becomes 
no machine of sin, but possesses at every moment the capacity of perévova, 
which the very reaction resulting from the feeling of the most terrible mis- 
ery of sin—punished through sin—is designed to produce. Therefore, on the 
one hand, man always remains responsible for his deterioration (ver. 32, ii, 6, 
ili. 5, vii. 14) ; and, on the other, that punishment of sin, in which the teleo- 
logical law of the development of evil fulfils itself, includes no contradiction 
of the holiness of God. For this reason the view of K6llIner—that the Apos- 
tle’s idea is to be separated from its Jewish and temporal form, and that we 
must assume as the Christian truth in it, that the apostasy of men from God 
has brought them into deepest misery, as certainly as the latter is self-inflict- 
ed—is a superfluous unexegetical evasion, to which Fritzsche also has re- 
course. — dkabapolav] spurcitia, impurity, and that lustful (comp. Gal. v. 19 ; 
Eph. iv. 19; Col. iii. 5), as is plain from the following context ; not gen- 
erally : ‘all action.and conduct dishonouring the creaturely glory of man” 
(Hofmann). The rov ariuafecfa may be taken either as the genitive of the 
purpose : that they might be dishonoured (Riickert, Philippi, van Hengel), 


1It is at bottom identical with the per- 
missive rendering. Therefore Chrysostom 
not only explains it by ctacev, but illustrates 
the matter by the instance of ageneral who 
leaves his soldiers in the battle, and thus 
deprives them of his aid, and abandons 
them to the enemy. Theodoret explains 


it: THs olxelas mpounOelas éyiuvwoe, and em- 
ploys the comparison of an abandoned ves- 
sel. Theophylact illustrates the mapédwxev 
by the example of a physician who gives 
up a refractory patient (rapadidiwow avrov 
T@ emt mA€ov vooety). 


2 Comp. also Ruhnken, ad Vellej. ii. 57, 3. 


64 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


or as the genitive of more precise definition depending on axafapc. (impurity 
of the becoming dishonoured, t.e. which consisted therein ; so Fritzsche, Winer, 
Tholuck, and de Wette). The latter’ is the more probable, partly because 
the ariudteodae x.7.2. already constitutes the impurity itself, and does not 
merely attend it as a result ; and partly on account of the parallel in ver. 
28, where roveiv «.7.2. islikewise eperegetical. ariuateota is not however the 
middle, whereby the abtoxradéc would be expressed, for which there is no 
empirical usage, but the passive: that their bodies were dishonoured among 
themselves, mutually. This év éavroic refers to the persons (airor, not to be 
written airév), not asserting that the ariydfecba takes place on themselves, 
which is in fact already conveyed by ra céuata aitév,? but rather based on 
the nature of participation in unchastity, according to which they bring one 
on the other reciprocally the dishonouring of the body. In this personal reci- 
procity of those who practise unchastity with each other lies the character- 
istic abominableness of the dishonouring of the body ; and this point is des- 
ignated by év éavroic more expressly, because in contrast to non-participating 
third persons, than it would have been by év aAagjaouc.*— The vices of un- 
chastity, which moreover are still here referred to quite generally (it is other- 
wise in ver. 26 f.), and not specially as unnatural, according to their dis- 
graceful nature, in whatever forms they may have been practised, are specifi- 
cally heathen (in fact, even partially belonging to the heathen ewltws), as a 
consequence of apostasy from the true God (comp. 1 Thess. iv. 5). As they 
again prevail even among Christians, wherever this apostasy spreads through 
unbelief, they must verify even in Christendom their heathen nature, and, 
along with the likewise essentially heathen wz/covefia, pre-eminently exclude 
from the salvation of the Messiah (Eph. v. 5 f.; Col. iti. 5 ; 1 Cor. vi. 9 f.). 
—With arial. +. ou. compare the opposite, 1 Thess. iv. 4, where 7d éavrow 
oxevog must be explained of the body as the vessel of the Ego proper. 

Ver. 25. Oirwee pet#Adatav x.t.A.] as those who exchanged, etc. In this de- 
scription of the character of those who are given up, attached to ver. 24, 
Paul makes once more apparent the motive which determined God to give 
them up. The words are a renewed tragic commentary (comp. vv. 22, 23) 
on the did, ver. 24. On dori, guippe qui, which brings up the class to which 
one belongs, and thereby includes the specification of the reason, see Her- 
mann, ad Soph. Oed. R. 688 ; Matthiae, p. 1073. Hofmann erroneously 
makes a relative protasis begin with oircvec, with which then dvd todo x.7.2., 
ver, 26, would be connected by way of apodosis : them, who exchanged, etc., 
God has therefore given up. This would not be inconsistent with abrote in 
ver. 26, which would then be resumptive ; but the very praise of God, in 
which ver. 25 terminates, and still more the concluding au4v, which can only 
indicate the end of the sentence (comp. ix. 5, xi. 86; Gal. i. 5 ; Eph. iii. 


1See Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 230 f. [E. T. semet ipsis. With the reading ev avrois we 


268]. 

? Hofmann refers the reading which he 
follows, €v avrois, to the odpara, but ex- 
plains this: the body of each person in 
himself ; consequently, as if the expression 
were ¢v éavrois, and that in the sense in 


should rather render it simply: in order 
that among them (i.e. in their common inter- 
course) their bodies should be dishonoured. 
Such was to be the course of things among 
them. 

* Ktihner ad Xen, Mem. ii. 6, 20. 
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21), ought to have decidedly precluded such a forced intermixture of sen- 
tences, which is not to be justified by subtleties. —The compound perf. 
(exchanged) is more significant th: 
tov Ocov| to be taken entirely in harmony with the expression r7v dégav rob 
Qeov in ver. 23 ; therefore rod Ocod is to be taken as genitive of the subject : 
the truth of God, the true divine reality,’ so as to make it in point of actual 
meaning, though not in the abstract form of the conception, identical with : 
‘true God” (Luther, and most expositors, including Riickert, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel). It is differently rendered by 
Wolf, whom K6llner follows : the truth revealed to the Gentiles by God. 
Reiche and Mehring (following Pareus, Camerarius, Estius, Seb. Schmid, 
and Cramer) take it as the true knowledge of God, so that Oeov would be geni- 
tive of the object. Compare Piscator, Usteri, and Gléckler, who understand 
by it the original consciousness of God. Opposed to these views is the exact 
parallel in which ver. 25 stands to ver. 23, so that rod Ocov ought not to be 
taken without necessity as having a different reference in the two verses. 
Thy ad“. T. Cov is explained concretely by rév kricavra in the second half of 
the verse. — év 76 webder] with the lie ; év as in ver. 23. By this Paul means, 
in contrast to ty adyd. tr. Ocod (but otherwise than in iii. 7), the false 
gods, which are kar’ éfoy7v the weidoc in conereto, the negation of the truth 
of God. Comp. on 1 Cor. viii. 4 f., x. 20. Grotius has aptly said: ‘‘ pro 
Deo vero sumserunt imaginarios.” ?— kat éceBiodnoav. . . . kricavra] more 
precise explanation of the first clause of the verse. — éceB. x. éAdrp.] The 
former is general (coluerunt), the latter took place through sacrifices, and 
other definite rites and services; hence Paul designates his own specific 
service of God in ver. 8 by Aarpetw. ceBdfoua, in Homer : to be afraid of (il. 
vi. 167, 417), is employed in the later Greek like céBoua: in the sense to 
revere, Orph. Arg. 550, Aq. Hos. x. 5. In the N. T. it only occurs here. — 
Th «ricec] Corresponding with the verb standing next to it, so that the ac- 
cusative is to be supplied with éce8. See Matthiae, § 428, 2. — rapa r. xri- 
cavra| in the sense of comparison: prae creatore, in which case the context 
alone decides whether the preference of the one before the other is only 
relative, or whether it excludes the latter altogether (see on Luke xviii. 14 ; 
and van Hengel on our passage). The second case is that which occurs 
here, in accordance both with the nature of the case, seeing that the Gen- 
tiles did not worship the Creator at all, and with the immediate connection 
(uethddatav. . . . év TO pebder). The sense therefore substantially amounts 
to praeterito creatore (Hilary), or relicto creatore (Cyprian), 7.e. they honoured 
the creature and not the Creator, whom they ought to have honoured. 
Theophylact says aptly, with reference to the comparative rapa : é« ri¢ ovy= 
kptoewe 7 ykAnua éraipwv. So in substance also Beza, Estius, and others, 
including Reiche, Tholuck, Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Krehl, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel. The relative interpretation : 


1 Not “the truth, which God Himselfis’ of His d0&a. 
(Hofmann) ; but that, which God is in true 2 Comp. Is. xliv. 20; Jer. iii. 10, xiii, 25, 
reality. Thatis just the adequate substance xvi. 19, a/. ; Philo, vit. Mos. p. 678 C, 679 A. 
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more than the Creator (Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Grotius, Ammon, 
Riickert, and others), is therefore in point of fact erroneous. The contra 
creatorem, which Hammond, Koppe, Flatt, Fritzsche, and Mehring find 
here, may likewise be traced to the sense of comparison,’ but has against it 
the fact, that in the whole context Paul presents the matter in the light of 
a perdrragic, of an exchanging the true for the false, not of hostility to the 
true. From that point of view the Gentiles have worshipped the creature, 
and not the Creator. Quite parallel is rap’ éxetvov in Luke, xviii. 14, Lachm. 
—The doxology : who is praised, 3313, not : celebrandus (comp. on Eph. 1. 
3; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Mark xiv. 61), for ever! Amen,—is a natural effusion of 
deeply-moved piety, called forth by the detestable contrast of the Gentile 
abominations just described, without any further special design (Koppe : 
‘‘ne ipse in majestatem divinam injurius videri possit ;” comp. Tholuck). 
Vv. 26. 27. Aca rovr0] Beginning an independent sentence (against Hof- 
mann, see on ver. 25), refers to the description oirwec . . . . 
tained in ver. 25. The giving up is set forth once more (comp. ver. 24, 6:6) 
as the punishment of apostasy, and now indeed with such increasing force 
of delineation, that out of the category which is kept quite general in ver. 
24 unnatural sensual abominations are specially adduced. — ic raty arimiac] 
Genitive of quality.? Parallel to the passions ef a disgraceful character is 
ei¢ axadapoiay in ver. 24; comp. Col. iii. 5; but the stronger expression 
here selected prepares the way for the following description of a pecul- 
larly abominable form of vice. Still the wnnatural element is not implied 
in rd8y ariuiac itself (Hofmann: they are a dishonouring, not merely 
of the body, but of ‘‘ humanity”), since morally dishonouring passions are 
the agents, not only in the case of unnatural, but also in that of natural 
unchastity.*— The expressions $/Aeac and apoevec, their females and their 
males, not yvvaixec and dvdpec, are chosen because the predominant point 
of view is simply that of sex; Reiche thinks: out of contempt, because 
the words would also be used of beasts; but in fact, such unnatural 
things are foreign to the very beasts. Besides, the words are used even 
of the gods (Homer, J7. viii. 7, and frequently). —rijv dvorjv yppow] of 
their sex, not: of the male, which is unsuitable to the vice indicated. 
Regarding ypiovc in the sense of sexual use, see Wetstein and Kypke, also 
Coray, ad Heliodor. Aeg., p. 31.4— That dyoiwc d8 xai after the preceding 
ré makes the latter an anakoluthon, is commonly assumed, but altogether 
without foundation, because in ré yép the ré does not necessarily require any 


KTioavtTa COn- 


1See Bernhardy, p. 259; Winer, p. 877 
({E. T. 404]; and the passages from Plato in 
Ast. Lex, III. p. 28. 

2 Comp. on rvedua aytwovvys in ver. 4, and 
Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 21. 

3Respecting ré yap, namgue, for... 
indeed (vii.'7 ; 2 Cor. x. 8), see Hermann, ad 
Soph. Trach. 1015; Hartung, I. p. 115; Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 749 f£. 

4 How very prevalent among the Gentiles 
(it was found also among the Jews, see 


Schoettgen, Hor. in loc.) was the so-called 
Lesbian vice, A\coPiageww (Lucian, D. Mer. 5. 
1), women with women abusing their sex 
(tribades, in Tertullian frictrices), see Sal- 
masius, foen. Trapez. p. 143 f., 152 f.; and the 
commentators on Ael. V. H. iii. 12. Comp. 
the ératpiorprar in Plat. Symp. p. 191 E, and 
the acéAyera tprBaxy in Luc. Amor. 28; and 
see Ruhnken. ad Tim. p. 124, and generally 
Rosenbaum, Gesch. d. Lustseuche im Alterth. 
ed. 2, 1845. 
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correlative. See Klotz Jc. If it were put correlatively, we should have 
in duolwe dé kai the other corresponding member really present (as is actually 
the case, e.g. in Plat. Symp. p. 186 E), which however would in that case 
inappropriately stand out with greater emphasis and weight than the former.? 
The reading ré (instead of dé) in Elz., as well as the entire omission of the 
particle (C, min., Origen, Jerome), is a too hasty emendation. — é¢exabdnoar] 
Stronger than the simple form.*? Such a state is the rvpotoda: in 1 Cor. 
vii. 9. Moreover, Paul represents here not the heat that precedes the act of 
unchastity, but that which is kindled in the act itself (katepyatéuevor . . . 

arohauBavovrec). — apoevec év dpoeor] whilst they, males on males, performed the 
(known, from ver. 26) wnseemliness. On the emphatic juxtaposition of épo. 
év dpo. comp. generally Lobeck, ad Aj. 522, and in particular Porphyr. de 
abstin. iv. 20 ; and Wetstein in loc. On xatepydtecdar, which is used both of 
evil Gi. 9, vii. 9, xv. 17 f.) and good (v. 3, xv. 18; Phil. ii, 12), but which, 
as distinguished from épyafecda, always expresses the bringing to pass, the 
accomplishment, comp. especially ii. 9, and van Hengel thereon ; 1 Cor. v. 
35 2 Cor. vii. 10, and the critical remarks thereon. On doy. see Gen. 
xxxiv. 7. — rv avtyuoViav «.7.A.] The aberration, which Paul means, see in 
vv. 21-23, 28 ; it is the aberration from God to idols, not that implied in the 
sexual perversion of the divine order (Hofmann), which perversion, on the con- 
trary, is brought by 6ié in ver. 24, and by 6:4 rovro in ver. 26, under the 
point of view of penal retribution for the tAdvy. By the recompense for the 
mAdvy Paul does not at all mean that the men ‘‘ have that done to them by 
their fellows, which they themselves do to theirs” (Hofmann), but rather, in har- 
mony with the connection of cause and effect, the abominable unnatural 
lusts just described, to which God has given up the Gentiles, and thereby, 
in recompensing godlessness through such wicked excesses (ver. 18), re- 
vealed His opy7. Therefore also fy édec is added, namely, in accordance 
with the necessity of the holy divine order. See vv. 24, 26, 28. On avri- 
puodia comp. 2 Cor. vi. 13 ; Clem. Cor. Il. 1. It occurs neither in Greek 
authors, who have the adjective avripiotoc (Aesch. Suppl. 273), nor in the 
LXX. or Apocrypha. —év éavroic] on themselves mutually (év addpaorc), as in 
ver. 24. It enhances the sadness of the description. For a number of pas- 
sages attesting the prevalence of unchastity between man and man, espe- 
cially of paederastia among the Gentiles, particularly the Greeks (it was for- 
bidden to the Jews in Ley. xviii. 22), see Becker, Charihl. I. p. 346 ff. ; 
Hermann, Privatalterth. § 29; Bernhardy, Griech. Lit. ed. 2, p. 50 ff. 
Moreover, Bengel aptly observes regarding the whole of this unreserved ex- 
posure of Gentile unchastity : ‘‘ In peccatis arguendis saepe scapha debet 


And therefore 


1 §tallbaum, ad Plat. Polit. p. 270 D, Rep. 
p. 367 C; Dissen. ad Pind. Ol. viii. 56; 
Klausen, a@ Aesch. Choeph. p. 199. Hof- 
mann thinks that with omoiws 5€ Kat x.7.A. 
the argument ascends éo the greater danger 
Sor the continuance of the human race. But 
that is a purely imported thought. The 
Apostle’s point of view isthe moral arimia, 
which, in the case of female depravity, 


comes out most glaringly. 
Paul, in order to cast the most tragic light 
possible on these conditions, puts the brief 
delineation of female conduct in the fore- 
ground, in order then symmetrically to 
subjoin, with ouotws 6 cal, the male vice as 
the second part of the filthy category. 

2 Comp. Alciphr. iii. 67; efexavOny cis epwra. 
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scapha dici. Pudorem praeposterum ii fere postulant, qui pudicitia 
carent. . . . Gravitas et ardor stili judicialis proprietate verborum non 
violat verecundiam. ” Observe, nevertheless, how the Apostle delineates 
the female dishonour in less concrete traits than the male. He touches the 
matter in ver. 26 briefly and clearly enough, but with delicate avoidance of 
detailed description. 

Ver. 28. From the previous exclusive description of the sensual Vice of 
the Gentiles, Paul now proceeds to a summary enumeration of yet other 
vices to which they had been given up by God in punishment of their apos- 
tasy. —xa8éc] is not causal, but guemadmodum. The giving them up was 
something corresponding to their disdainful rejection of the knowledge of 
God, proportionate as punishment. — ovd« édoxiuacay] they deem God not worth 
(1 Thess. li. 4) 5 ob yap ayvoiac, aAAG wedérne elvar dyot Ta TOAuHuata, Chrysos- 
tom. — éyew év émiyvdcer| Their yrévac tov Oedv, derived from the revelation 
of nature (ver. 21), ought to have been brought by cultivation to an éxvyva- 
vat, that is, to a penetrating and living knowledge of God (see on Eph. i. 
17; 1 Cor. xiii. 12) ; thus they would have attained to the having God év 
émtyvocet ; but they would not, and so became 7a 23vn ra py eiddra Tov Oedy, 
1 Thess. iv. 5; Gal. iv. 8; Eph. i. 12; Acts xvii. 30. On éyew év with 
an abstract noun, which represents the object as appropriated in the action, 
so that it is possessed in the latter (here in émvyvavar), comp. Locella, ad Xen. 
Eph. p. 255. Similar is év opyh éyecv, and the like, Kriiger on Thucyd. 1. 8, 
3. — éi¢ ddéx. votv] An ingenious paronomasia with ov« édoxiv., to set forth 
the more prominently the recompense, to which the emphatically repeated 6 
Oe6¢ also contributes : as they did not esteem God worthy, etc., God gave 
them up to an unworthy, reprobate vovc (the collective power of the mind’s 
‘action in theoretic and moral cognition.)’ The rendering judicii expers 
(Beza, Gléckler and others) is opposed to the genius of the language, even 
as Bengel turns it, and Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 280, defines it. The adédxipov of 
the vovc is its blameworthiness according to an objective moral standard, but 
does not express the mode of thinking which they themselves must condemn 
among one another (Th. Schott ; comp. Hofmann), which is neither to be 
_ taken by anticipation from ver. 32, nor extracted from jj. — roveiv ra pp 
waShxovra| to do what is not becoming, What is not moral. Comp. 3 Mace. iv. 16. 
The Stoical distinction between ka¥jxov and xarépSoua Paul has not thought 
of (as Vitringa conceives). The infinitive is epexegetical : so that they do. 
The participle with 4 indicates the genus of that which is not seemly (Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 296) 3 ra ob kadfxovra (comp. Eph. v. 4), would be the un-- 
seemly. The negative expression is correlate to the adéxiuo¢ vode. 

Vv. 29-31. IlerAnpopévove don adixia| a more precise definition of roveiv 
ra pi) Kadhe.: as those who are full of every unrighteousness (ver. 18). This is 
the general statement, and all the points subsequently introduced are its 
several species, so that wecrode @9dvov and then yedvpiordc k.7.A. are appositions 


1 Comp. on vii. 23, and Klugeinthe Jahrd. not determine the ethical conduct in accord- 
F. D. Th. 1871, p. 3829. The voids is a8éxuos ance with it, 
when, not receptive for divine truth, it does 
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to merAnp. x. adix. Similar catalogues of sins are 2 Cor. xii. 80; Gal. v. 19 
fe phys 21,3 1 Tims i. 9if- 2 Tim) iii.'2 ff, — Tovnpia. . . . Kakia) ma- 
lignity (malice), comp. Eph, iv. 81; Col. iii. 8; Tit. iii. 8... . véleness 
(meanness), the latter, in Aristotle and other writers, opposed to dperf, and 
translated in Cicero, Tusc. iv. 15, 84, by vitiositas, Comp. 1 Cor. v, 8.— 
¢évov] Conceived here as the thought which has filled the man, the pepunpiCew 
¢évov, Homer, Od. xix. 2, comp. Acts ix. 1. On the paronomasia with 
¢évov comp. Gal. v. 21. The latter is just the onpeiov gbcews mavtdract 
xovypac, Dem, 499, 21. — xaxoytelac] malicious disposition, whose peculiarity 
it is éx? rd yelpov trotauBdvew Ta wdyra (Aristotle, Rhet. ii. 13). As the con- 
text requires a special vice, we may not adopt, with Erasmus, Calvin, and 
Homberg, the general signification perversitas, corruptio morum (Xen. Oyn. 
xili. 16 ; Dem. 542, 11; Plat. Rep. p. 848 D).1— qudup.] whisperers, tale- 
bearers, consequently secret slanderers (Dem. 1358, 6) ; but «aréAado., calum- 
niators, detractors generally, not precisely open ones (Theophylact, Kélner, de 
Wette, and others). Comp. wud picuote te cat KaraAadidc, Clem. Oor. i. 85. 
The construction of caraAdAove as an adjective with vp (Hofmann), must be 
rejected, because none of the other elements has an adjectival definition an- 
nexed to it, and because xaraAda. would not add to the notion of wdup. any- 
thing characteristic in the way of more precise definition. vp would be 
better fitted to form a limiting definition of xaradA. But in 2 Cor. xii. 20 
also, both ideas stand independently side by side. — deoorvyeic] hated by 
God, Deo odibiles (Vulgate). This passive rendering of the word which be- 
longs especially to the tragedians (Pollux, i. 21), so that it is equivalent to 
O26 éyVarpduevoe (comp. Soph. Aj. 458), is clearly attested by the usus 
doquendi as the only correct one.*? Since no passage whatever supports the 
active signification, and since even Suidas and Oecumenius clearly betray 
that they knew the active meaning adopted by them to be a deviation from 
the usage of the ancient writers,* we must reject, with Koppe, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Hofmann, the in- 
terpretation, Dei ossres, that has been preferred by the majority since the 
time of Theodoret.* Even the analogous forms that have been appealed to, 


Seomche, Bpotoorvyne (Aesch. Choeph. 


1 See regarding the word generally Hom- 
berg, Parerg. p. 196 ; Kypke, II. p. 155 f. 

2See Eurip. Troad. 1213, Cycl. 395, 598, 
Neophr. ap. Stob. sevm. 20, p. 172. Comp. 
@eoorvynros in Aesch. Choeph. 635, Fritzsche 
én loc, and Wetstein. 

3 Suidas says: @coarvyets Peomionror, ot vrd 
Ocod picovmevor Kal oi Oedy prcodytes* mapa dé 
76 amogTOAw CcogTvyéis VXI oi UT Oeod picod- 
evo, GAA’ of picodyTes Tov Oedv. Oecume- 
nius: @ceoarvyets 5é ov TOVS VTO Oeod prcovme- 
yous, ov yap ai’T@ Todto Selfar mpdkertar voy, 
GAA Tods picovvtas @edv. These negative 
definitions, which both give, manifestly 
point to the use of the word in other 
authors, from which Paul here departs. It 
is doubtful whether Clement, Cor. I, 35, 


51, Prom. 799), are to be taken as 


where thereis an echo of our passage, had 
in view the active or the passive sense of 
Geoorvyeis, He uses indeed the evidently 
active Qeocrvyia, but adds at the close of 
the list of sins : tadra ol mpdccovtes ctvyntot 
TG Oc brdépxovow. Chrysostom does not 
express his opinion regarding the word. 

4 The Dei osores was taken to refer to the 
heathen vice of wrath against the gods con- 
ceived as possessing human passions. See 
Grotius and Reiche. Others have under 
stood it variously. Tholuck thinks of ae- 
cusersof providence, Promethean characters; 
Ewald, of dlasphemers of God; Calvin, of 
those who have a horror of God on account 
of His righteousness. Thus there is intro- 
duced into the general expression what the 
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passives, and therefore testify against the active interpretation.” Comp. 
SeoBraBye, stricken of God, Herod. viii. 137, al. In particular, Sequoge is 
quite the same as Seoorvyfc the opposite of SeogcA4c, beloved of God.* The 
accentuation Seocrbyyc, approved of even by Grotius and Beza, to distinguish 
it from the passive Geoorvyfc, is nothing but an ancient (Suidas) unsupported 
fiction.? God-hating is expressed by yicddeoc, Lucian, Tim. 35, Aesch. Ag. 
1090 ; comp. ¢:469e0c, God-loving. The adoption, nevertheless, of the active 
sense was occasioned by the consideration : ‘‘ ut in passivo positum dicatur, 
nulla est ratio, quum P. hic homines ex vitiis evidentibus reos faciat,” Cal- 
vin ; but even granting a certain unsuitableness in the passive sense, still 
we should not be justified in giving an explanation contrary to the usus 
loquendi ; we should be obliged to abide by the view that Paul had mixed 
up a less suitable term among the others. But this objection is diminished, 
if we take Seoor., in accordance with the idea of divine holiness, as a char- 
acteristic designation of infamous evil-doers in general. So Fritzsche, and 
also Philippi.* And it vanishes altogether, if, leaving the word in its strict 
signification, hated of God, we recognize in it a summary judgment of moral 

indignation respecting all the preceding particulars ; so that, looking back on 
these, it forms a resting point in the disgraceful catalogue, the continuation 
of which is then carried on by tSpiordc x.7.2. According to Hofmann, 
Seoorvy. 18 an adjective qualifying tBpicrdc. But we do not see why precisely 
this single point ° in the entire catalogue, insolence (the notion of which is 
not to be arbitrarily heightened, so as to make it denote ‘‘the man-despiser 
who treads upon his fellows”), among so many particulars, some of them even 
worse, should be accompanied by an epithet, and one, too, of so extreme 
severity. —The continuation begins with a threefold description of self-eral- 
tation, and that in a descending climax. Regarding the distinction between 
bBpioral, the insolent (qui prae superbia non solum contemnunt alios, sed 
etiam contumeliose tractant, comp. 1 Tim. i. 13), irep7davor, the proud (who, 
proud of real or imaginary advantages, despise others), and dAatdvec (boast- 
ers, swaggerers, without exactly intending to despise or insult others with 
their vainglory), see Tittmann, Synon. N. T. p. 73 £.° If drepng. be taken 
as adjective with the latter (Hofmann), then the vice, which is invariably and 
intrinsically immoral,” would be limited merely to a particular mode of it. 


context gives no hint of. This applies also 
to Luther’s gloss: ‘‘the real Hpicureans, 
who live asif there were no God.” 


5 For neither caraAad. nor Urepnp. are to 
be taken as adjectives. See on those 
words. Hofmann seems to have adopted 


1 Even in Clem. Hom. i. 12, there is nothing 
whatever in the connection opposed to the 
passive rendering of @eoorvyets. 

28ee Plat. Rep. p. 612 E, Huth. p. 8 A; 
Dem. 1486, ult.; Arist. Ran. 443. Comp. 
Ge@ mronrot, Wisd. xiv. 9; and, as regards 
the idea, the Homeric és xe Ocotow amex Onrae 
paxdperou, Od. x. 74. 

* See Buttmann, II. p. 871, Winer, p. 53 [E. 
T. 53). 

4Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 888 B: @«o- 


“UGH... . Kal aloxpav aloxiore.. 


such a view, merely in order to gain anal- 
ogies in the text for his inappropriate treat- 
ment of the objectionable @coorvyets as an 
adjective. 

® Comp. Grotius and Wetstein ; on adadé. 
especially Ruhnk. ad. Tim. p. 28, Ast, ad. 
Theophr. Char. 28. 

7 See Xen. Mem. i. 7, 1 ff., where adagoveia 
is the antithesis of ape}. It belongs to 
the category of the Wevdec@a, Aesch. adv. 
Clesiph. 99; Plat. Lys. p. 218 D. Compare 
also 2 Tim. iii. 2; Clem. Cov. I. 35, 


CHAP, I., 32. i 


— égevp. kav] devisers (Anacr. xli. 3) of evil things, quite general ; not to 
be limited to things of luaury, with Grotius ; nor, with Hofmann, to evils 
which they desire to do to others.’— daovvérovc] irrational, unreflecting, who, 
in what they do and leave undone, are not determined by the obveoic, by 
morally intelligent insight. Luther rightly says: ‘‘Mr. Unreason going 
rashly to work [Hans Unvernunft, mit dem Kopfe hindurch].” $So also 
Eccles. xv. 7. The rendering devoid of conscience (according to Suidas) de- 
viates from the proper signification of the word. — aovvSérovc] makes a par- 
onomasia with the foregoing, and means, not unsociable (Castalio, Tittmann, 
Ewald, comp. Hofmann), for which there is no warrant of usage, but cove- 
nant-breakers.? On daorépy. (without the natural affection of love) and dvedefu 
(unmerciful), see Tittmann, Synon. p. 69.— The succession of the accumu- 
lated particulars is not arranged according to a systematic scheme, and the 
construction of such a scheme leads to arbitrary definition of the import of 
individual points ; but still their distribution is so far in accordance with 
approximate categories, that there are presented :— 1st, The general 
heathen vices, memAnpwouévovc . . . . kaxia 3 2nd, dispositions inimical to 
others, wectodc . . . . Kkaxondetac, and calumniatory speeches, yiSup., KaTaAdar. ; 
both series concluding with the general @eosrvyeic ; then, 87d, The arrogant 
character, i@piordc . . . . adafévac ; and finally, 4th, A series of negative 
particulars (all with @ privative), but headed by the positive, general égevp. 
xax@v. This negative series portrays the want of dutiful affection in family 
life (yov. arewt.), of intelligence (dovvér.), fidelity (dovvd.), and love, 
(aorépy. aveA.),—consequently the want of every principle on which moral 
action is based. [See Note XIV. p. 78.] 

Ver. 32. Oirwec] quippe qui, of such a character, that they, cannot be the 
specification of a reason, as in ver. 25, and cannot consequently be intended 
to repeat once more the laying of the blame on themselves, since ver. 32 
merely continues the description of the wickedness. It rather serves to 
introduce the awful completion of this description of vice; and that in 
such a way, that the Gentile immorality is brought clearly to light as an 
opposition to knowledge and conscience, and is thereby at the last very evi- 
dently shown to be wholly inexcusable (comp. ii. 1). —710 dixaiwua Tt. Ocod] 
4.e. that which God as Lawgiver and Judge has ordained ; what He has deter- 
mined, and demands, as right.* Paul means the natural law of the moral 
consciousness (ii. 15), which determines : orc of ra tovaita mpdooortes K.T.A. 
This érc «.r.A4. therefore is not to be treated as a parenthesis. — éncyvdvrec] 
although they have discerned (comp. on ver. 28), not merely yvdyrec ; but so 
much the greater is the guilt. — davdrov] What in the view of the heathen 
was conceived of as the state of punishment in Hades (comp. Philippi and 
Weiss, bib7. Theol. p. 277), which was incurred through vice and crime, Paul 
designates, in accordance with the truth involved in it (comp. Plat. Rep. p. 
330 D), from Ads standpoint as Sdvaroc, and by this he means eternal death 


1Comp. 2 Mace. vii. 21, and the passages also Dem. 383, 6. 
from Philo in Loesner ; also Tacit. Ann. iv. 3 Comp. Kriiger on Thuc. i. 41, 1; and 
11, and Virg. Aen. ii. 161. see on v. 16. 

2 Jer. iii. 8,10 f.; Suidas, Hesychius ; see 
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(comp. 2 Thess. i. 8) ; not temporal (Bengel, van Hengel, Mehring) ; or 
execution (Grotius, Hofmann) ; also not indefinitely severe punishments,’ the 
misery of sin, and so forth (so even Fritzsche and de Wette). — ovvevdok. TOI 
xpioc.]| they are consenting with them that do them (comp. Luke xi. "48 ; Acts 
viii. 1; 1 Cor. vii. 12 ; 1Mace. i. 60 ; 2 Macc. xi. 24. They not only do 
those things, but are also in their moral judgment (so wholly antagonistic to 
conscience has the latter become in the abandonment unto which God has 
decreed them, ver. 28) in agreement with others who so act. Bengel well 
remarks : ‘‘ pejus est cvvevdoxeivy ; nam qui malum patrat, sua sibi cupiditate 
abducitur,” etc., and how sharply are we otherwise ourselves accustomed to 
see and judge the mote in the eye of another ! (Matt. vii. 3). This cli- 
max? to the description of immorality, moreover, is neither to be referred 
with Grotius and Baumgarten-Crusius to the philosophers, who approved of 
several vices (paederastia, revenge, etc.) or regarded them as adiaphora ; 
nor with Heumann and Ewald to the magistrates, who left many crimes 
unpunished and even furthered them by their own example ; but, in har- 
mony with the quite general delineation of Gentile depravity, to be taken 
as a general feature marking the latter, which is thus laid bare in the deep- 
est slough of moral perversity. — The xpdocovrec and rpdocover are more com- 
prehensive than the simple vo.tew (do), designating the pursuit of these 
immoralities as the aim of their activity.*® 


Nores py AMERICAN EpItTor. 


I. Ver. 1. IadAoc. 


The view of the origin of the name Paul advocated by Meyer in his Introduc- 
tion to the Epistle, § 1, and in his notes on Acts xiii. 9—that it was received 
on occasion of the conversion of Sergius Paulus—is also given by Olshausen, 
Ewald, and some others, but it is rejected by most writers of recent times, and 
by Weiss in his edition of Meyer’s work. Weiss holds that it is rendered 
improbable by the fact that the name is mentioned in the Acts three verses 
earlier than the statement of the conversion of the proconsul. It may be 
questioned whether this affument can be regarded as having, in itself, special 
or decisive force. But, when the manner of introducing the new name into 
the narrative is considered, as related both to the preceding and following con- 
text, it will be observed that there is nothing, except what may easily bea mere 
accidental juxtaposition of words to favor the derivation suggested ; while, on the 
other hand, there is, in addition to the improbability that the Apostle would 
‘have adopted a name from one of his converts, a noticeable absence of any such 
indication that he did thus adopt it, as might naturally be expected if the his- 
torian had intended to convey this idea. It seems better, therefore, to hold 


‘that the Apostle had two names : one connected with his Hebrew origin, and 
the other with his Roman citizenship. 


1Melanchthon says well against this 
view: “‘P. non loquitur de politica guber- 
natione, quae tantum externa facta punit : 
verum de judicio proprio in cujusque con- 
scientia intuente Deum.” 


2 The climax lies necessarily in adda Kat 
(in opposition to Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 6). 

3 See on John iii. 20. Comp. Rom. ii. 3, 
vii. 15, xiii. 4; Dem. de cor. 62: té mpoajcov 
Hv Ago Oat mparre kK. Tovey. 


esi 
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II. dovAoce JAnoot Xpiorod. 


The word doddo¢ involves two ideas—that of belonging to a master, and that 
of service as a slave. As connected with the latter idea, the dov%oc is ina 
dovAsia, which answers to our conception of slavery; as connected with the 
former, though he may, indeed, be in this condition, yet he also may not be. 
When speaking of Christian disciples, Paul always uses the word in the former 
sense. ‘To his view, the believer, so far as his work and life are concerned, 
passes at his conversion out of the state of dovAeia into that of éAevDepia. The 
only slavery is that of sin, The service of Christ is perfect freedom. Whether 
the word is here used as referring to official position or with a more general 
meaning, cannot be determined with absolute certainty. As we find it, how- 
ever, when employed in connection with the names of individual persons, 
always applied to those who had some special work as teachers or ministers, 
and as in most of the places where it is thus applied it occurs in the opening 
salutations of the Apostolic letters, it seems probable that it carries with it the 
official reference. Yet this reference must be regarded as quite general (as 
Meyer says), and the idea of the word—as when used of the private Christian 
—is that of wholly belonging to Chrisé. 


III. Ver. 3. rep? rod viod airod, k.7.A. 


The following points must be regarded as established by the manifest 
parallelism of the clauses: (a) that two things are declared respecting the Son, 
one on the ops side of his nature, and the other on the zvedua side ; the rveiua 
being, thus, not the Holy Spirit, but the Son’s own spirit, and dy. being a 
characteristic or descriptive genitive ; (b) that the former of these two things 
is his descent from David and birth in the line of David’s family, while the lat- 
ter is designated by ép.ofévtoc—ovvduer. That caps, as used in the former state- 
ment, does not, in itself, exclude the idea of a descent from David so far as the 
human zveiyua is concerned, is evidenced by the common representation, in the 
Pauline Epistles (as well as the other N. T. writings), of Jesus as a complete 
man, and by the fact that there is nothing in the contrast of this particular 
sentence which necessarily contradicts the general representation. That there 
is nothing of this character is clear, because the contrasted avedua here may 
refer to the divine nature in Christ as distinguista from his human nature ; 
and if, on the other hand, it is interpreted as referring to his human spirit, the 
statement of the clause must be understood as made with reference to it,—and 
as declaring what was true of it,—only after the resurrection. It must be 
admitted, however, that the phrase ‘‘ according to the flesh’’ may be employed 
here, as often in the case of similar expressions in common speech, to call 
attention to the physical origin, without making prominent—though, indeed, 
it does not deny—the human-spiritual descent ; and thus that the mere use of 
this phrase cannot properly be considered as decisive proof that the human 
nature is contrasted with the divine, and that rveiua must refer to the divine 
nature. 

The fact, however, that the contrast is thus filled out to greater fulness, 
and its introduction is more satisfactorily accounted for ; that the expression 
nvedia dywobvrye is not only a peculiar one, which would not be expected when 
speaking of men, but one having a near affinity to rvedua dyiov, the name given to 
the Divine Spirit ; and that Paul elsewhere exalts Christ above all other beings 
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except God, or even gives him Divine exaltation, must be regarded as strongly 
pointing to the conclusion that something more is intended by the word than 
the mere ‘“écw d8puroc, which receives the communication of the divine,”’. 
and that to the writer’s mind there was in Christ a peculiar divine element of 
nature, by virtue of and in accordance with which he was constituted Son of 
God with power by his resurrection. 

In respect to dpuo$évroc, Meyer has satisfactorily shown that it is equivalent 
to qui constitulus est. The verb carries with it the idea of marking as bya 
boundary, and so, when connected with the matter of office, position, etc., of 
constituting, appointing, in which sense it is used in Acts x. 42, xvii. d1. Jtis 
evident, however, that the Apostle does not mean to affirm that Christ was 
constituted Son of God, in connection with his resurrection, in any such sense 
as would involve the declaration that he was not Son of God before this. 
Such a declaration would be clearly opposed to the Pauline doctrine, as 
exhibited in all his Epistles. Moreover, the constituting did not consist sim- 
ply in a demonstrating or proving him to be Son of God to the view of men. 
This idea is neither presented in the participle itself, nor in any other words 
of the sentence. That the writer, however, in sucha statement, would not 
fail to set forth the precise sense in which he designed to use the word, is 
altogether probable. If we connect év duvduer with viod Geod we have such an 
explanatory phrase which meets the demands of the case and accords with 
New Testament teaching. . Otherwise there is none. We may regard this as 
the true construction, therefore, rather than that which is favored by Meyer 
(with whom de Wette, Godet, Alford, Gifford, Shedd, and others agree), 
although the possibility of the latter must undoubtedly be admitted. It was by 
the resurrection that Christ was made Son of God with power, as he had not 
been in his earthly condition and as born of the seed of David. Weiss ed. 
Mey. agrees with this view. 


IV. Ver. 5. ydpw kai arooroAjv. 


The explanation of these words is to be sought, (a) in connection with such 
passages as Rom. xii. 6-8; Eph. iii..7-12; Gal. ii. 9; Rom. xii. 3; xv. 15; 1 Cor. iii. 
10. From these passages it is evident, that, in addition to his conception of di- 
vine grace as bestowed upon all believers, and as lying at the basis of their 
Christian life, Paul had the thought of a special impartation of this grace to 
individual men, for the purpose of fitting them for various offices and duties. 
In his own case, it had been given in such measure and manner as to qualify 
him to be a preacher of the Gospel, an apostle, a missionary to the Gen- 
tiles rather than the Jews, a founder of churches in regions into which others 
had not previously entered. It is also to be sought, (b) in connection with 
passages such as Gal. iv. 2, in which aword of amore specific character is 
added by «cai to one that is more general, the design of the addition being to 
point the reader to that particular application of the general word which is, 
at the time, in the writer’s mind. The form of expression in such cases is not 
precisely a hendiadys (as if in this verse, e.g. the words were equivalent to 
xapwv arooroAyc; but the latter word is nevertheless explanatory, and carries 
with it the principal thought. As the writer says of the heir of an estate in 
Gal. iv. 2, that, in his minority, he is under guardians (érpdzovc, the general 
word), and [i.e. to mark more particularly the relation tothe point in hand] 


PE 
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guardians in the matter of property (olxovéuovc). So here he declares of him- 
self, that he had, through Jesus Christ, received grace, and, specially, the gift of 
and qualification for the apostolic office. The striking similarity in the main 
thought of this verse and that of xv. 15, 16 can scarcely fail to be noticed as 
confirming this view of the meaning here. It is this particular and peculiar 
gift of grace, on which the Apostle founds his claim to address and admonish 
the Gentile churches. 


V. Ver. 5. ei¢ draxony riorewe. 


That Meyer is correct in his explanation of these words, as against the view 
of Calvin, Hofmann, Godet, and others, including Weiss ed. Mey., who regard 
TiOTEwWe AS Zen. appos., obedience which consists in faith, and that of Sanday, Shedd, 
and others, who hold it to be a gen. subj. obedience which springs from faith, is 
proved by the fact that in all other cases, where jraxo7 is used ina similar way, 
the gen., whether denoting a person or thing, is objective, and also by the 
fact that where a kindred expression is employed having the kindred verb 
braxovev, the object and not the source, of the obedience is referred to. Philippi, 
de Wette, Alford, Gifford, Olshausen, Schaff, Beet, and others agree with Meyer, 
Godet and Weiss claim that faith is never in N. T. conceived of objectively 
as a power, and hence that Meyer’s view has no foundation. But this claim 
can hardly be substantiated, in view of Acts vi. 7 ; Gal. i. 23 (cf. Gal. iii. 2, 5; 
2 Tim. iv. 7). The correctness of Meyer’s opinion, that mioti¢ here means 
subjective faith, and not doctrina fidei or the gospel, is admitted by the larger 
part of the best modern commentators. It is doubtful, to say the least, whether 
faith is ever used in N. T. as having the sense of the faith, i.e. the system of 
Christian doctrine, and certain that it does not ordinarily have this meaning. 
The probability against this sense of the word is, therefore, exceedingly 
strong in this and all similar cases. 


VI. Ver. 8. mpdrov pév. 


The second point of the introductory passage, which is indicated by his use 
of mporov as in the writer’s mind, is his desire to visit the readers. He is led, 
however, in the progress of his sentences, to bring out this desire in a gram- 
matical subordination to the expression of his thankfulness for the widespread 
knowledge of their Christian life, and, thus, to abandon his original design of 
introducing it by a devrepoy or éxevta. The presentation, in such a grammat 
ically subordinate way, of thoughts which are logically co-ordinate with others 
already expressed, belongs to the epistolary style as distinguished from that of 

-a formal treatise, and is especially characteristic of the style of the Pauline 
letters. 
VIL. Ver. 11. ei¢ 76 ornpeyOjvat bude. 


This verb is found again in xvi. 25 ;—at the beginning, thus, and the end 
of the letter. It indicates what the Apostle hoped might be the result of a per- 
sonal visit to the readers, if he should be permitted to make such a visit, and 
also what he thought of as the great blessing which God was able to bestow 
upon them. As this letter was apparently written in order that it might bea 
kind of representative of himself, until the hoped-for visit should be accom- 
plished, we can scarcely doubt that in the idea of this verb isto be found 
the final purpose of his writing. However fully the epistle has the doctrinal 
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character, it was designed to accomplish a practical result—namely, to estab- 
lish and strengthen the Roman believers in the Christian life. This, and not 
the mere knowledge of true doctrine, was what he desired as the fruit of his 
labors (ver. 13), and by reason of this he expected to be encouraged when he 
saw the evidence of their faith (ver. 12), as, at the same time, he trusted that 
they would be encouraged by the manifestation of his own. . 

VIII. Ver. 16. mavti 76 mioretorte. 

What the Apostle means by the word ravri is manifest from that which he adds 
at the end of the sentence —to the Jew first, and also to the Greek. The same thing 
is seen in ii. 9, 10, iii. 9, 19; cf. iii. 22, 23, 29; iv. 16; cf. iv. 11, 12; that is, in 
all those passages (from the beginning to the end of his direct argument for his 
doctrine of justification), in which the relations of the faith system and the 
legal system are set forth, in their contrast with each other, by the use of this 
word. It is of all men as distinguished from Jews only, and not of all men as 
opposed to all with the exception of acertain portion or number, that he 
speaks in his discussion of the method of salvation. The Pauline universalism 
finds its opposite in the limitations of Judaism. According to the latter, jus- 
tification is confined to those who are born into the Jewish nation, or are 
united with it as proselytes ; according to the former, it is open to men every- 
where, Gentiles equally with Jews,—to all who believe, without regard to na- 
tional distinctions or boundaries. 


IX. Ver. 17. dixatocivn yap God x.T.A. 


Ver. 17 may be regarded as containing in itself the subject of the Epistle, or 
the proposition which the writer undertakes to establish and defend: Right- 
eousness is by faith. This proposition, however, isnot presented in an indepen- 
dent and formal way. On the contrary, it is made, through the ydp at the 
beginning of the verse, to be a proof that the gospel is the power of God unto 
salvation to every believer ; and this latter statement, again, through the ydp 
by which it is introduced, is brought forward as the ground of the writer’s 
declaration, that he is not ashamed of the gospel. The form of expression in 
the 17th verse is naturally affected by this manner of its introduction, and hence 
we have the words as they stand : A (or the) righteousness of God is revealed 
in it [the gospel] as proceeding from faith. The argument which follows, 
however, is directed to the end of proving the truth of the proposition in its 
simplest statement, 

The interpretation of é« riorewe as denoting the subjective source or cause from 
which righteousness comes is proved to be correct, (a) from the fact that this 
verse stands in the relation above described to the entire discussion of the 
Epistle, which is upon righteousness by faith ; (b) from the meaning of é« zioTewe 
in the confirmatory passage cited, in the latter part of the verse, from 
0. T. ; (c) from the use of sid zictewe in the parallel passage, iii. 21, 22 ; (d) 
from the fact that Paul in several places employs the expression dcavooivy 
éx mloteac (e.g. ix. 30, x. 6; ef, Gal. vy. 5) in this sense, but never in any 
other. The explanation of ei¢ riorcy, on the other hand, is suggested by the 
mode of arguing adopted by the writer (see Note X. also). The phenomena of 
the case are as follows: The proposition presented in ver. 17 is proved by 
showing that the only other doctrine supposable—namely, that of justification 


So 
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by works—cannot be maintained. This negative proof is evidently completed 
at iii, 20. The only thing remaining to be done, at that point, is, accordingly, 
to repeat the original proposition, as having been already established. There is, 
in fact, such a repetition in iii. 21, 22, as we must admit from the striking simi- 
larity, both in the thought and expression of those verses, to what is found in 
i. 17. We cannot doubt, therefore, that the Apostle intended to restate, in the 
later verses, what he had said in the earlier ones, and that, if so, the two must 
throw light upon each other. As we examine the passages, however, we 
find that dicacootvn Geod occurs in both ; that redavépwrac of the latter answers 
to droxadtirrerat of the former ; that dia riorewe corresponds with é« mioTews ; 
and that yopl¢e véuov suggests the idea of év aitg. This being so, the proba- 
bility becomes overwhelming that ei¢ trode riorevovtac answers to ei¢ miorw 
so far as to give us the author’s meaning in the latter phrase. The ziorcc of 
i, 17 is, accordingly, that which is in the minds and hearts of the persons re- 
ferred to in iii, 22, and that which makes them of morevovrec It is that in 
them to which the revelation of righteousness comes and the offer of justifica- 
tion is presented. 


X. Ver. 18. droxadvinterar ydp dpy7 Oeod. 


The discussion, which is entered upon at the 18th verse and continued as far 
as iii. 20, assumes as athing admitted by both parties to the controversy, that 
there is a method by which men can be justified. It also assumes that, if 
there is such a method, it must be either in the line of faith or in that of works. 
These things being granted at the outset, it was evidently necessary for the 
Apostle only to prove that justification is not by works, in order to the estab- 
lishment of the proposition that it is by faith. It is thisindirect course which 
he takes in his argument—the direct proof being, in this part of the Epistle, 
left entirely without consideration. The negative argument is divided into 
two sections, the first having reference to the Gentiles, the second to the Jews. 
This division is connected with the defence of the doctrine as against Judais- 
tic views, for, whatever opinion we may have as to the design or character of the 
Epistle, it cannot be doubted that the discussion takes hold upon the great 
question between the Pauline and Jewish Christianity. 


XI. Ver. 20. ra aédpara x.t.A. 


Evidently the invisible things are the everlasting power and divinity men- 
tioned afterward. ‘The evidence for the existence of God here presented is 
that which the visible creation furnishes to the mind. The creation proves 
a creator with power adequate to produce it, i.e. an omnipotent creator ; om- 
nipotence carries with it the proof of the other divine attributes ; and thus 
the things that are made are, and ever since the beginning of time have been, 
bearing witness to God—a witness which is clearly understood, so soon as the 
vooe is directed to it and it is intelligently considered (vootdueva). In this way 
the knowledge of God was manifested from the first, and is manifest still, to 
the Gentile nations ; and because of this fact, their turning away to idolatry is 
due, not to a want of revelation of the truth, but to a repressing of the truth, 
(xateyovrwy ver. 18), and a preventing it from having its legitimate influence 
upon their minds, through their own unrighteousness, 
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XII. Ver. 21. dudri—nbyapiotncarv, aan’ évataroAncav. 


didrx justifies and confirms the preceding word, avarodoyyrovc, and the two 
following verbs set forth the attitude which, as the natural and legitimate re- 
sult of knowing God, they should have held toward Him: they should have 
glorified Him for what He is in Himself, and have had thankfulness to Him for 
what He had given to them. Neither of these things had they done, but —the 
very opposite of this—they had turned away to the worship of idols. This 
turning to idolatry is set forth in éuarawéOnoav x.7.A., as the result of the yain 
and empty speculations (JuaAoycuoic) into which they were led by reason of 
wilfully preventing (év ddixia) the knowledge of God from having its true influ- 
ence upon their thoughts, and of the consequent darkness and folly in which 
they were involved, Weiss ed. Mey. denies any immediate connection be- 
tween ézaradOnoav and the use of zéraca as employed in O. T. of idols, such as 
Meyer and many others hold, and regards it as pointing only to the fact that 
they directed their thoughts, not to the highest object of all thought, the true 
God, but to earthly things. He thus accords substantially with the view ex- 
pressed above. 


XII. Ver. 24. dvd wapédoxev k. T. A. 


The evidence that there is no justification by works for the Gentiles, but © 


rather a revelation of wrath, is presented by a mere setting forth of the works 
which characterize them. For such works there can be nothing but condemna- 
tion. In his unfolding of the heathen sins, the writer lays the foundation of all 
in idolatry (vv. 18-23), and then brings forward other evils as the result of this. 
These other evils he divides into two sections—(1) the sins of impurity 
(vv. 24-27), and (2) all other sins (vv. 28-32). Among these other sins, 
it is noticeable that the first specific one is wAeovetia, covetousness (adcxia, 
rovnpia, and xaxia, having a general character). The relation of all sin among 
the Gentiles to idolatry, and the development of idolatry on the side of impu- 
rity and of covetousness, seem to have been prominent before the mind of Paul, 
as we find him connecting them elsewhere. He also presents these latter evils 
as the two chief and distinguishing evils of the heathen nations. The paral- 
lelizing of impurity, in the first of the two sections here, with sins of every 
other sort, as if in one great class, in the second, is very suggestive. It-is 
noticeable, also, that these multitudinous evils which spring from idolatry are 
presented before the reader as arising from it in the way of a divine judgment : 
God gives over these who thus voluntarily abandon the truth respecting Him- 
self, to the consequences in moral action of their own chosen errors. 


XIV. Ver. 29-31. adixia—daverejuovec. 


That there isno designed arrangement according to a definite classification 
in vv. 29-31, is rendered altogether probable by the following considerations : 
(a) in the midst of a series of words which designate particular kinds of evil- 
doers, we find general words applicable to all evil-doers, Qeocroyetc, édevpérac 
xaxdv. [The explanation of the former of these by Meyer, as a general word 
closing the list which conveys the idea of hostility, and of the latter as a positive 
opening the negative series (with ¢ privative), seems quite unsatisfactory, be- 
cause Jeoorvyeic, on the one hand, is as truly inclusive of the words which im- 


i eeNORES: 19 


mediately follow it, as of those which precede, and é¢. kax., on the other, is 
not peculiarly related in its signification to the compound words which it is 
supposed to introduce] ; (b) the arrangement within the individual classes is 
not so accurate as such a purposed classification would call for ; e.g. the words 
from ¢@évov to KaxonBetac ; (c) in other cases, where similar lists of words are 
found, there are difficulties of the same character in the supposition of any 
such formal division, e.g. Gal. iii, 22, 23; Heb. xi. 36, 37 ; (d) these accumulations 
of descriptive terms generally occur (as here, and in Heb. l.c.), in parts of the 
author’s discourse where he is rising towards the climax of his thought, and 
also towards the highest point of feeling—that is, in just those places where he 
would be least disposed to classify with care. All these lists of this character 
are, doubtless, to be explained as accumulations for rhetorical effect. In this 
way, rather than in any other, we may account in the present instance, not 
only for the insertion of general words, as indicated above, but also for the 
succession of negative compounds at the end, the force of which, as the apos- 
tle uttered them one after another when dictating to his amanuensis, can be 
easily appreciated. 
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CHAPTER IL 


Ver. 5. After dmoxaA. D*** K L &**, min., and several versions and 
Fathers, including Or., read «ai, which is adopted by Mill, Wetst. Matth. and 
Fritzsche.! Against it is the greatly preponderant authority of the uncials, 
and the suspicion of having been added by way of relief to the accumulation 
of genitives. — Ver. 8. pév after ave0. is wanting in B D* G &*, and is omit- 
ted by Lachm. and Tisch. (8), but was easily psssed over from inattention as 
seeming superfluous. — The order dpy7 xa) Guudc (thus also Lachm. and Tisch.) 
is decisively attested. — Ver. 13. The article before véuov, which Elz. and Fritzsche 
read both times, but which Lachm. and Tisch. both times omit, is wanting 
in A B D E (which however has it in the first case) G 8, 31, 46, Damasc. ; and 
betrays itself in the general form of the saying as inserted in order to denote 
the Mosaic law. — Ver. 14, ro.g] Lachm. and Tisch. read zo:dow, following A B 
8, min., Clem. Or. Damasc. (D* G have orotic). The plural is an amend- 
ment suggested by the context. — Ver. 16. Instead of 67e Lachm. following A and 
some Fathers, has 7. ; an interpretation ; as is also év 7 jépa in B. — Ver. 17. 
ei 0é] The too weakly attested Recepta ide or idé is either a mere copyist’s error, 
or an alteration to get rid of the supposed anakoluthon. See Reiche, Comm. 
crit. f 


Ver. 1.—ch. iii. 20. Having shown, ch. i. 18-32, in the case of the Gen- 
tiles, that they were strangers to the dixavoctyy Oecd, Paul now, ch.ii.—iii. 20, 
exhibits the same fact with reference to the Jews, and thus adduces 
the second half of the proof as to the universal necessity of justification by 
Jaith. [See Note XV. p. 105.] Naturally the Apostle was chiefly concerned 
with this second half of the proof, as the dducia of heathenism was in itself 
clear ; but we see from ch. ii. that the detailed character of that deline- 
ation of Gentile wickedness was intended at the same time as a mirror for 
degenerate Judaism, to repress all Jewish conceit. Comp. Mangold, p. 102. 

Ver. 1. Avé] [See Note XVI. p. 105.] refers back to the main tenor of the whole 
previous exposition (vv. 18-32), and that indeed in its more special aspect as 
setting forth the moral condition of heathenism in respect to its inexeusable- 
ness. This reference is confirmed by the fact, that avaroAdynro¢ el is said 


with a manifest glancing back to i. 20 ; it is laid down by Paul as it were © 


as a finger-post for his 66. The reference assumed by Reiche, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, de Wette, and older writers, to the proposition in ver. 32, that the 
rightful demand of God adjudges death to the evil-doers ; or to the cog- 
nizance of that verdict, in spite of which the Gentiles were so immoral 


1 Defended also by Philippi and Reiche, pearing not to receive more precise defini- 
Comm. crit., who thinks that the caé has tion. See on the other hand yan Hengel. 
been rejected on account of amoxad. ap- 
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(Philippi, Baur, Th. Schott, Hofmann, Mangold), has against it the fact 
that this thought formed only a subsidiary sentence in what went before ; 
whereas here a new section begins, at the head of which Paul very naturally 
has placed a reference, even expressly marked by dvaroAdyyroc, to the entire 
section ending with ver. 32, over which he now throws once more a retro- 
spective glance. The connection of ideas therefore is : ‘‘ wherefore,” i.e. on 
account of that abomination of vice pointed out in vv. 18-82, ‘‘ thow art in- 
eveusable,” etc. ; ‘‘for’—to exhibit now more exactly this ‘ wherefore”— 
wherein thou judgest the other, thou condemnest thyself, because thou doest the 
same thing. In other words : before the mirror of this Gentile life of sin all 
excuse vanishes from thee, O man who judgest, for this mirror reflects thine 
own conduct, which thou thyself therefore condemnest by thy judgment. A 
deeply tragic de te narratur/ into which the proud Jewish consciousness 
sees itself all of a sudden transferred. A proleptic use of 66 (Tholuck) is 
not to be thought of ; not even ydp is so used in the N. T. (see on John iv. 
44), and dé neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere. —6 dv3pure rac 6 Kpiver] 
Just as Paul, i. 18, designated the Gentiles by the general term av3pérwv, 
and only brought forward the special reference to them in the progress of 
the discourse ; so also he now designates the Jews, not as yet by name (see 
this first at ver. 17), but generally by the address dv3pure, which however 
already implies a trace of reproach (ix. 20);* while at the same time he 
makes it by his rac 6 xpivwy sufficiently apparent that he is no longer speak- 
ing of the class already delineated, but is turning now to the Jews con- 
trasted with them ; for the self-righteous judging respecting the Gentiles as 
rejected of God? was in fact a characteristic of the Jews. Hence all the more 
groundless is the hasty judgment, that this passage has nothing whatever to 
do with the contrast between Jews and Gentiles (Hofmann). Comp. ver. 
17 ff. And that it is the condemning xpivew which is meant, and not the 
moral capacity of judgment in general (Th. Schott) and its exercise (Hof- 
mann) (comp. on Matt. vii. 9), follows from the subsequent karaxpiverc more 
precisely defining its import. Consequently the quite general interpreta- 
tion (Beza, Calovius, Benecke, Mehring, Luthardt, vom freien Willen, . p. 
416) seems untenable, as well as the reference to the Gentiles as the judging: 
subjects (Th. Schott), or to all to whom i. 32 applied (Hofmann), or even 
specially to Gentile authorities (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oc- 
cumenius, Cajetanus, Grotius).*—é» é] either instrumental : thereby, that, 
equivalent to év rotrw bre (Hofmann) ; or, still more closely corresponding to. 
the ra yap atta rpdcoee : in which thing, in which point. Comp. xiv. 22. 
The temporal rendering : codem tempore quo (Kollner, Reithmayr), arbi- 
trarily obscures the moral identity, which Paul intended to bring out. The: 
karaxpivecc however is not facto condemnas (Estius, van Hengel), but the: 
judgment pronounced upon the other is a condemnatory judgment wpon thy- 
self, namely, because it applies to thine own conduct. On the contrast be-. 


1Zuke xii. 14; Plat. Prot. p. 330 D, Gorg. and many other passages. 
p. 452 B, and the passages in Wetstein, 3 Regarding the nominative as further ethi- 
Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 164. calepexegesisof thevocative,seeBernhardy, 
2Midr. Tillin f. 6, 3; Chetubb. f. 3, 2;  p. 67, Buttmann, Wewt. Gr. p. 123. [E. T. 141.] 
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tween érepov and ceavrév comp. ver. 21; 1 Cor. x. 24, 29; Gal. vi. 45 Phil. 
ii. 4. —7a ait] the same sins and vices, not indeed according to all their 
several concrete manifestations, as previously described, but according to 
their essential moral categories ; see vv. 17-24. Comp. on the idea John 
vill. 7.—6 xpivov] with reproachful emphasis. 

Ver. 2. Oidavev] Paul means to pronounce it as in his own view and that of 
his readers an undoubted truth (comp. iii. 19), that the judicial decision which 
God will one day pronounce, etc. The dé carries on the discourse, and the 
entire sentence forms the propositio major to what is now (ver. 3) to be 
proved, namely, that the person judging (the Jew), who yet makes himself 
guilty of wickedness similar to the things (ra rovaira) in question, deceives 
himself if he thinks to escape the true judgment of God (ver. 5). Thus rd 
kpiua 7. Ocov has the emphasis of contrast with that human judgment so 
inconsistent with their own conduct. The predicate of being Kara aAfSevav 
éxt rode x... belongs not to the latter, but to the divine xpiza. Th. Schott 
erroneously emphasizes rpdcoovrac, dislocating the clear train of thought, as 
if Paul were treating of the truth that the Gentile’s knowledge of what was 
right would not shield him from sin and condemnation. Hofmann also 
introduces a similar confusion. — xara aa#Sevay] contains the standard, in 
accordance with which the judgment of God is pronounced against the 7a 
TotavTta mpdcoovrec : im accordance with truth, so that it is, without error or 
partiality, entirely adequate to the moral condition of these subjects. Ra- 
phel, K6llner, Krehl, Mehring, and Hofmann take it as equivalent to aa70ac, 
really (4 Macc. v. 15 ; and in Greek writers), so that the meaning would 
be : it is in reality issued over them. But it could not be the object of the 
Apostle to remind them of the reality of the divine judicial sentence, which 
was under all circumstances undoubted and undisputed, so much as of its 
truth, for the sake of the Jews who fancied that that judgment would con- 
demn the Gentiles, but would spare the descendants of Abraham as such, 
and on account of their circumcision and other theocratic privileges ; by 
which idea they manifestly denied the dA#Sea of the xpiza tov cov, as if it 
were an untrue false sentence, the contents of which did not correspond to 
the existing state of the facts. 

Ver. 3. Antithesis of ver. 2, ‘‘That God judges evildoers according to 
truth, we know (ver. 2) ; but judgest thou (in the face of that proposition) 
that thow shalt . . . . escape?” This would indeed be at variance with the 
aAgdeva of the judgment. Comp. Matt. iii. 7; and the passages from pro- 
fane writers in Grotius. The non-interrogative rendering of vv. 3, 4 (Hof- 
mann) is not called for by the connection with the assertive declaration in 
ver. 5 ; it weakens the lively force of the discourse, and utterly fails to suit 
the 7 in ver. 4, so prevalent in double questions. —rovro] preparing with 
emphasis (here : of surprise) for the following dr: od éxd. «.7.4.3 Bernhardy, 
p. 284. —od] Thou on thy side, as if thou madest an exception ; opposed 
to the Jewish self-conceit (Matt. iii. 7 ff.; Luke iii, 7 f.), The emphasis is 


1 Not xpiua, With Lachmannit is to be 418. Lipsius is of a different opinion as 
accentuated xpiva; see Lobeck, Paralip. p. regards the N. T. (grammat. Unters, p. 40 f.). 
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not on Oecd (Chtysostom, Theophylact, and others). — éxgetity] not : through 
acquittal (Bengel),’ but inasmuch as thou shalt not be subjected to the xpiya 
of God, but shalt on the contrary escape it and be secure afar off from it. 
Comp. 2 Macc. vi. 26, vii. 85 ; 1 Thess. v. 3; Heb. ii. 8. According to 
the Jewish illusion only the Gentiles were to be judged (Bertholdt, Christol. 
p. 206 ff.), whereas all Israel were to share in the Messianic kingdom as its 
native children (Matt. viii. 12). 

Ver. 4. [See Note XVII. p. 106.] Or—in case thou hast not this illusion— 
despisest thou, ete. The # draws away the attention from the case first put as 
a question, and proposes another ; vi. 8 ; 1 Cor. ix. 6, and often elsewhere.? 
—The despising the divine goodness is the contemptuous wnconcern as to its 
holy purpose, which produces as a natural consequence security in sinning 
(Eccles. v. 5 f.).—rod rAobrov tic xpnot.] wAciroc, as designation of the 
‘‘abundantia et magnitudo” (Estius), is a very current expression with the 
Apostle (ix. 23, xi. 35; Eph. i. 7, ii. 4, 7, iii. 16 ; Col. i. 27), but is nota 
Hebraism (Ps. v. 8, xix. 17 a/.), being used also by Greek authors ; Plat. 
Huth. p. 12 A, and see Loesner, p. 245.— ypyordrntoc] is the goodness of God, 
in accordance with which He is inclined to benefit (and not to punish). 
Comp. Tittmann’s Synon. p. 195. —avoy# and paxpos., patience and long- 
suffering—the two terms exhausting the one idea—denote the disposition 
of God, in accordance with which He indulgently tolerates the sins and de- 
lays the punishments.* — dyvodv] inasmuch as it is unknown to thee, that etc. 
By this accompanying definition of the karadpoveic the (guilty) folly of the 
despiser is laid bare as its tragic source. Bengel says aptly : ‘‘miratur 
Paulus hancignorantiam.” The literal sense is arbitrarily altered by Pareus, 
Reiche, de Wette, Maier, and others, who make it denote the not being zll- 
ing to know, which it does not denote even in Acts xvil. 23; Rom. x. 3; 
by Kéllner, who, following Grotius, Koppe, and many others, holds it to 
mean non considerans ; and also by Hofmann : ‘‘to perceive, as one ought.” 
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 34. — dye] of ethical incitement by influencing the will.* 
But it is not to be taken of the conatus (desires to wrge), but of the standing 
relation of the goodness of God to the moral condition of man.° This re- 
lation is an impelling to repentance, in which the failure of result on the part 
of man does not cancel the act of the dyez itself. ° 

Ver. 5. A vividly introduced contrast to the preceding proposition 6ru 76 
ypnorov ..... dyec ; not acontinuation of the question (Lachmann, following 
Koppe and others ; also Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald), but affirmative (by 
which the discourse becomes far more impressive and striking) as a setting 
forth of the actual position of things, which is brought about by man 
through his impenitence, in opposition to the drawing of the divine kind- 
ness ; for the words can only, in pursuance of the correct interrogative ren- 
dering of ver. 3, be connected with ver. 4, and not also (as Hofmann holds) 


1 Comp. Dem. 602, 2, Aristoph. Vesp. 157 al. 4 Plat. Rep. p. 572 D, al. See Kypke and 
2 Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 132. Reisig, ad. Soph. O. C. 253. Comp. viii. 14. 
3See Wetstein, and the passages from 5 Therefore no predestination to damna- 


the Fathers in Suicer, Zhes. Il. p. 294. tion can be supposed. 
Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 194. 6 Comp. Wisd. xi. 28; Appian. ii. 63, 
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with ver. 3. — ard] in accordance with ; in a causal sense. Comp. on Phil. 
iv. 11. On oxdnp x. duerav. xapd. comp. Acts vii. 31. It is correlative with 
the previous eic¢ perdvocav. — Sycarpiferc ceavt@ opyyv| Wolf aptly says: ‘‘in- 


nuitur.... irae divinae judicia paulatim coacervari, ut tandem universa 


promantur.”! The purposely chosen word glances back to the previous tov 
rhobrov x.7.A. and ceavr@, to thyself, heightens the tragic nature of the foolish 
conduct that redounds to one’s own destruction ; comp. xiii. 2. — év juépa opy.]} 
not to be taken with Luther, Beza, Castalio, Piscator, Calvin, Estius, and 
many others as in diem irae (Phil. i. 10; Jude 6; Tob. iv. 9), belongs to 
épyfv : which breaks out on the day of wrath. Comp. 1 Thess. ili. 13. Re- 
garding the repetition of opyjc after épyzv Bengel correctly remarks : ‘‘ dec- 
vérne sermonis magna vi.” Whose wrath, is self-evident, without its being 
necessary to connect dpyf¢e with @eov (Hofmann), which is forbidden by the 
intervening azoxa4. and by the previous absolutely put opyjv. The article 
was not required by 7uépa on account of the genitive definitions ; 1 Cor. vi. 
2; Eph. iv. 30; Phil. i. 6, a/.2— Paul characterizes the day of judgment, 
and with what powerful emphasis! by an accumulation of genitives and 
weighty expressions, with reference to the fate of the bad as 7jyuépa épyqc, but 
with reference to its general destination (afterwards ver. 6 ff. to be further 
carried out in detail) for good and bad as a day aroxaA dixatoxpic. T. Oeod, 1.€. 
on which God's righteous judgment (which until then remains hidden) is re- 
vealed, publicly exhibited. With the exception of passages of the Fathers, 
such as Justin, de resurr. p. 223, dixacoxpicia occurs only in an unknown 
translation of Hos. vi. 5 (where the LXX. read «piua) and the Test. XJ. 
Patr. p. 547 and 581. 

Ver. 6. Compare Ps. Ixii. 138; Prov. xxiv. 12; analogies from Greek 
writers in Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 214. — xara ta épya aivrod| ¢.e. according 
as shall be commensurate with the moral quality of his actions. [See Note 
XVIII. p.106.] On this, and on the following amplification down to ver. 16, 
it is to be observed :—(1) Paul is undoubtedly speaking of the judgment of 
the world, which God will cause to be held by Christ, ver. 16; (2) The 
subjects who are judged are Jews and Gentiles, ver. 9 ff., consequently all 
men, ver. 16. The distinction, as to whether they are Christians or not, is 
left out of view in this exposition, as the latter is partly intended to inéro- 
duce the reader to a knowledge of the necessity of justification by faith 
(down to iii, 20) ; and it is consequently also left out of view that judgment 
according to works cannot result in bliss for the unbelievers, because there 
is wanting to them the very thing whose vital action produces the works in 
accordance with which the Judge awards bliss, namely, faith and the 
accompanying regeneration. (3) The standard of the decision is moral action 
and its opposite, vv. 6-10 ; and this standard is really and in fact the only 
one, to which at the last judgment all, even the Christians themselves, shall 


1Comp. Calovius; and see Deut. xxxii. see Alberti, Odss. p. 297; Miinthe in Joc., 
83-385; Prov. i. 18, ii. 7; Ecclus. iii. 4. For from Philo : Loesner, p. 246. 
passages of profane writers, where @ycavpos _ 2 Winer, p. 118 f. [E, T, 125] ; Ktihner, I. 
and @ncavpigey are used to express the accu- 1, p. 524. 
mulation of evils, punishments, and the like, 
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be subjected, and by which their fate for eternity shall be determined, 
Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 31 ff.; 2 Cor. v. 10; Gal. vi. 7ff.; Eph. vi. 8; Col. iii. 
24; Rev. ii. 23, xx. 12, xxii. 12. But (4) the relation of moral action in 
the case of the Christian to the jides salvifica, as the necessary effect and 
fruit of which that action must be demanded at the judgment, cannot, for 
the reason given above under (2), be here introduced into the discussion. 
(5) On the contrary, the law only (in the case of the Jews the Mosaic, in the 
case of the Gentiles the natural), must be presented as the medium of the 
decision, ver. 12 ff.; a view which has likewise its full truth (compare what 
was remarked under (3) above), since the Christian also, because he is to 
be judged according to his action, must be judged according to law (compare 
the doctrine of the tertius /egis uss), and indeed according to the rAjpwore 
Tov vduov introduced by Christ, Matt. v.17. Comp. xxv. 31 ff.; Rom. xiii. 
8-10,—although he becomes partaker of salvation, not through the merit of 
works (a point the further development of which formed no part of the 
Apostle’s general discussion here), but through faith, of which the works 
are the practical evidence and measure.’ Accordingly the ‘‘ phrasis legis” 
(Melanchthon) is indeed to be recognized in our passage, but it is to be 
apprehended in its full truth, which does not stamp as a mere theoretic 
abstraction (Baur) the contrast, deeply enough experienced by Paul him- 
self, between the righteousness of works and righteousness of faith. It is 
neither to be looked upon as needing the corrective of the Christian plan of 
salvation ; nor as an inconsistency (Fritzsche) ; nor yet in such a light, that the 
doctrine of justification involves a partial abrogation of the moral order of the 
world (Reiche), which is, on the contrary, confirmed and established by it, 
iii. 31. But our passage yields nothing in favour of the possibility, which 
God may grant to unbelievers, of turning to Christ after death (Tholuck), 
or of becoming partakers of the salvation in Christ in virtue of an exercise 
of divine power (Th. Schott): and the representation employed for that 
purpose,—that the life of faith is the product of a previous life-tendency, 
and that the épya perfect themselves in faith (Luthardt, Tholuck),—is erro- 
neous, because incompatible with the N. T. conception of regeneration as a 
new creation, as a putting off of the old man, as a having died and risen 
again, as a being begotten of God through the Spirit, etc., etc. The new 
life (vi. 4) is the direct opposite of the old (vi. 19 ff.). The possibility 
referred to is to be judged of in connection with the descensus Christi ad 
inferos, but is irrelevant here. 

Ver. 7. To those, who by virtue of perseverance in morally-good work seek to 
obtain glory and honour and immortality, eternal life sc. arodoce. Conse- 
quently xa irou épyov dya8. contains the standard, the regulative principle, 
by which the seeking after glory, honour, ete. is guided, and épyou ayavoi,* 


1qt is rightly observed by Caloyvius: 2The singular without the article: indi- 
“secundum opera, i.€. secundum testimo- cates the thing in adstracto ; the rule is for 
nium operum,” is something different every given case : perseverance in good work. 
from “ propter opera, i.e. propter meritum The idea that the work of redemption is re- 
operum.” Comp. Apol. Cony. A, art. 3,and ferred to (Mehring, in accordance with 
- Beza in loc. Phil, i, 6), so that von. épy. ay., would be 
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which is not with Beza to be connected with dééav, is the genitive of the 
object to which the irouovg refers (1 Thess. i. 3 ; Polyb. iv. 51, 1; Theophr. 
Ciar. 6, 1) ; while dégav x. ryijv x. d¢9apo. is an exhaustive description of the 
future salvation according to its glorious appearing (2 Cor. iv. 17 ; Matt. 
xiii. 43), according to the honour united with it (for it is the prize of vic- 
tory, 1 Cor. ix. 25 ; Phil. iii. 14; 2 Tim. iv. 8 ; James i. 12; 1 Pet. v. 4, 
the joint heirship with Christ, viii. 17, the reigning along with Him, 2 
Tim. ii. 12), and according to its imperishableness (1 Cor. xv. 52 ff.; Rev. 
xxi. 4; 1 Pet. i. 4). Paul presents the moral effort under a character thus 
specifically Christian, just because he can attribute it only to Christian Jews 
and Gentiles ; and hence he is only able to give his description of this first 
half of the subjects of future judgment, notwithstanding the generality of 
his language, in the Christian form, in which alone it really takes place. 
In keeping with this is also the Cov aidyor, z.e. eternal life in the kingdom 
of the Messiah, v. 21, vi. 22 f.; Gal. vi. 8. The above construction of the 
words is already followed by Theophilus, ad. Autol. i. 20, ed. Wolf, and by 
most expositors, including Tholuck, Riickert, K6llner, de Wette, Olshausen, 
Philippi, Maier, van Hengel, Umbreit. The objection raised against it by 
Reiche and Hofmann, that according to the analogy of ver. 6 ka¥ trou. épy. 
ay. must contain the standard of the arodéce:, and cannot therefore belong 
to ¢yrovor, is untenable, because «av trou. épy. ay., though attached to 
tytover, nevertheless does contain (indirectly) the standard of arodéce ; so 
that there remains only an immaterial difference, which however is in fact 
very consonant to the lively versatility of the Apostle’s thought. Still less 
weight attaches to the objection, that to seek glory and honour is not in 
itself a praiseworthy thing ; for the moral tenor of the Cyreiv ddfay x.t.A. 
(comp. Matt. vi. 83 ; John v. 44) is most definitely assured by xa® trop. 
py. ay. Utterly unfounded, in fine, is the objection of clumsiness (Hof- 
mann) ; the symmetrical fulness of vv. 7, 8, has a certain solemnity about 
it, Reiche and Hofmann, following Oecumenius,' Estius, and others, arrange 
it so that to désav. x. tuys. x. addapciav they supply azoddcer, whilst Cyrove: is to 
be combined with Coy aisv. and regarded as an apposition or (Hofmann) 
reason assigned to toic pév,and ka trou. épy. ay. is the standard of arodécet. 
Substantially so also Ewald. No syntactic objection can be urged against 
this rendering; but how tamely and heavily is the (yrovo: Cwv aidv. subjoined ! 
Paul would have written clearly, emphatically, and in harmony with the 
contrast in ver. 8: roi¢ . . . . ayadod Copy al. Cyrovor déEav K. TY. K. aGd. 
Ver. 8. Toic¢ dé && épudeiac] sc. odct : paraphrase of the substantive idea, to 
be explained from the conception of the moral condition as drawing its 
origin thence (comp. iii. 26 ; iv. 12, 14; Gal. iii. 10; Phil. i. 17, al.). 


equivalent to trakoy mictews, ought to have entangled himself. Very harshly Bengel, 


been precluded by the parallel in ver. 10. 
Comp. ver. 2. 

'T0 UrepBardy ovtw raxtéov' Tols Kad’ bro- 
povny Epyov ayabod Gntoder Gwhv aiwviov, amro- 
ddce Sdéav Kal . . apOapoiav, But there 
is no ground whatever for the assumption 
of a hyperbaton, in which Luther also has 


Fritzsche, and Krehl separate tots kaé’ 
vromov, épyov ay. from what follows, and 
supply ovo.; and then take ddfov.... 
¢ntovo. as apposition to toils... . €pyou, 
but make gwhy ai, likewise dependent on 
amodwaet, 
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See Bernhardy, p. 288 f. Comp. the use of vioi and récva in Eph. ii. 2, 
We are precluded from taking (with Hofmann) é« in a causal sense (in con- 
sequence of épudeia), and as belonging to arevd. «.r.2. by the cai, which would 
here express the idea, unsuitable to the connection ; even.! This «ai, the 
simple and, which is not however with Hofmann to be interpreted as if 
Paul had written waAAov or robvavriov (‘instead of seeking after eternal life, 
rather,” etc.), clearly shows that roic dé é£ épueiag is to be taken by itself, as 
it has been correctly explained since the time of the Vulgate and Chrysos- 
tom. — épudeia] is not to be derived from épuc or épito, but from épudtoc, a 
hired labourer,’ a spinner ; hence épvdetw, to work for hire (Tob. ii. 11), then 
also : to act selfishly, to lay plots. Compare égepidevecSa, Polyb. x. 25, 9, 
and dvepidebtoc (without party intrigues) in Philo, p. 1001 E. épvGela has 
therefore, besides the primary sense of work for hire, the twofold ethical 
signification (1) mercenary greed ; and (2) desire of intrigue, pursuit of par- 
tisan courses ; Arist. Pol. v.2f. See Fritzsche, Hxcwrsus on ch. ii.; regard- 
ing the composition of the word, see on 2 Cor. xii. 20. The latter significa- 
tion is to be retained in all passages of the N. T. 2 Cor. xii. 20; Gal. v. 
20; Phil. i. 16, li. 3; James iti. 14, 16. —oi é& éprdelac are therefore the 
intriguers, the partisan actors ; whose will and striving are conducive not to 
the truth (for that in fact is a power of an entirely different kind, opposed 
to their character), but to émmorality, wherefore there is added, as further 
characterizing them: «ai amevoio. Compare Ignatius, ad Philad. 8, 
where the opposite of épuvd. is the ypicrouaveca, t.€. the discipleship of Christ, 
which excludes all selfish partisan effort. Haughtiness (as van Hengel 
explains it), and the craving for self-assertion (Mehring and Hofmann) are 
combined with it, but are not what the word itself signifies. The intepre- 
tation formerly usual : gui sunt ex contentione (Vulg.), those fond of strife 
(Origen, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, 
Calvin, etc.), which was understood for the most part as those rebelling 
against God, is based partly on the erroneous derivation from épic, partly on 
the groundless assumption that in the other passages of the N. T. the sense 
of quarrelsomeness is necessary. Since this is not the case, Reiche’s conject- 
ure is irrelevant, that the vulgar usus loguendi had erroneously derived the 
word from épcc and had Jent to it the corresponding signification. K6llner 
explains it rightly as partisanship, but gratuitously assumes that this was a 
special designation for ‘‘ godless character” in general. So in substance also 
Fritzsche : ‘‘homines neguam.” The very addition, further describing 
these men, kal drevotor . . . . adixia, quite allows us to suppose that Paul 
had before his mind the strict and proper meaning of the word partisanship ; 
and itis therefore unwarrantable to base the common but linguistically 
erroneous explanation on the affinity between the notions of partisanship and of 
contentiousness (Philippi). The question to be determined is not the cate- 
gory of ideas to which the épwetew belongs, but the definite individual idea 
which it expresses. —dpy? «. Yuudc] sc. gora. In the animation of his 


1 Baeuml. Pariik. p. 150, also Xen. Mem. i. Dem. 1313, 6; LXX. Is. xxxviii. 12. See 
Sy) Valck. ad Theocr. Adoniaz. p. 873. Com- 


2 Homer, xviii. 550, 560; Hesiod, épy. 600f.; pare ovvépiOos frequent in Greek authors, 
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description Paul has broken off the construction previously followed. To 
connect these words with what follows (Mchring) disturbs unnecessarily 
the important symmetry of the passage. On the distinction between the 
two words, see Tittman’s Synon. p. 181 ff. Suude : vehement passion, in Cic. 
Tusc. iv. 9, 21 rendered ezcandescentia, here, as also in Gal. v. 20, Eph. iv. 
31, Col. iii. 8, Rev. xvi. 19, xix. 15, often also in the O. T. and the Apoc- 
rypha, made known by its combination with épy4, and by its being put last 
as the more vehement, as the holy divine wrath.’ 

Vv. 9, 10. Emphatic recapitulation of vv. 7 and 8, inverting the order, 
and in addition, giving special prominence to the universality of the retri- 
bution. The placing the penal retribution first gives to this an aspect the 
more threatening and alarming, especially as the terms expressing it are now 
accumulated in one breath. — Airc x. orevoxwpia| Tribulation and anguish, 
sc. éoraz. The calamity is thus described as pressing upon them from with- 
out (SAiyic), and as felt inwardly with the sense of its being beyond help 
(orevoy.), Vili. 85 ; 2 Cor. iv. 7, vi. 12 ; compare LXX. Is. xxx. 6 ; Deut. 
XXvill. 58. — émi racav yuyjv avdp.] denotes not simply ‘‘ upon every man” 
(so even Philippi), but ‘‘ upon every soul which belongs to a man” who practises 
evil. The wvy7 is thereby designated as that which is affected by the G2iv. 
x. orevox. (Acts ii. 43 ; Matt. xxvi. 28, al.) ; comp. Winer, p. 147 [E. T. 
156]. ‘It is the part which eels the pain.? — zpérov] Quite as ini. 16. The 
Jews, as the people of God, in possession of the revelation with its prom- 
ises and threatenings, are therefore necessarily also those upon whom the 
retribution of judgment—not the reward merely, but also the punishment 
—has to find in the jirst instance its execution. In both aspects they have 
the priority based on their position in the history of salvation as the theo- 
cratic people, and that as certainly as God is impartial. ‘‘ Judaei particeps 
Graecus,” Bengel. The Jewish conccit is counteracted in the first clause 
by ‘Iovdaiov te mpadrov, in the second by kat "EAAnv, and counteracted with 
sternly consistent earnestness. The second zpérov precludes our taking the 
first as ironical (Reiche). — eipfvy] welfare, by which is intended that of the 
Messiah’s kingdom, as in viii. 6. It is not materially different from the 
apdapcia and Cw) aidvoc of ver. 7 ; the totality of that which had already 
been described in special aspects by défa and rif (comp. on ver. 7). — Re- 
garding the distinction between ipya{. and xarepyag. (works and brings to 
pass) see on i. 27. 

Ver. 11. Ground assigned for vv. 9 and 10, so far as concerns the ’Iovd. 
mp. k, “HAAgv. — rpoowroaAypial Partial preference from personal considera- 
tions. See on Gal. ii. 6. Melancthon : ‘‘ dare aequalia inequalibus vel 
inequalia aequalibus.” The ground specified is directed against the Jew- 
ish theocratic fancy. Comp. Acts x. 34 f. ; Ecclus. xxxii. (xxxv.) 15. 

Ver. 12. Assigns the ground in point of fact for the proposition con- 
tained in ver. 11, in special reference to the future judgment of eondemna- 
tion.* — avépoc] i.e. without the standard of the law (without having had it). 


1 Compare Isoc, xii. 81: dpyfs K. Ovpod 2 See Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, EH. p. 101 ff. 
Heorot, Herodian, viii. 4, 1: opya «. Oupd * Only in reference to the judgment of 
xpHmevos. Lucian, de calumn. 28, al. condemnation, because the idea of a Messi- 
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[See Note XIX. p. 107.] Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 21; Wisd. xvii. 2, Those whose 
sins were not transgressions of the Mosaic law (but of the moral law of 
nature), the sinful Gentiles, shall be transferred into the penal state of 
eternal death without the standard of the law, without having their con- 
demnation decided in accordance with-the requirements of a vomog to which 
they are strangers. The azodovvra:, which is to set in at the final judgment, 
not through natural necessity (Mangold), is the opposite of the corypia, i. 
16, of the Cyoera, i. 17, of the Cw) aidvoc, ii. 7, of the dea Hetmdin tats, OE: 
comp. John iii. 15 ; Rom. xiv. 15; 1 Cor. i. 18, This very arodowras 
should of itself have precluded commentators from finding in the second 
avéuo¢ an element of mitigation (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius), as 
if it was meant to exclude the severity of the law. The immoral Gentiles 
may not hope to remain unpunished on account of their non-possession of 
the law ; punished they shall be independently of the standard of the law. 
This is the confirmation of the azpoowroAnbia of God on the one side, in re- 
gard to the Gentiles.—The kai before aod. is the also of a corresponding 
relation, but not between avduw¢ and avduwc, as if Paul had written kat avép. 
aroa., but between juaprov and aod. : as they have sinned without law, so 
shall they also perish without law. In this way dvéyw¢ retains the emphasis 
of the specific how. Compare the following. The praeterite juaprov is 
spoken from the standpoint of the time of the judgment. — kat éco év vouw 
«.7.4.] This gives the other aspect of the case, with reference to the Jews, 
who do not escape the judgment (of condemnation) on account of their 
privilege of possessing the law, but on the contrary are to be judged by 
means of the law, so that sentence shall be passed on them in virtue of 7 
(see Deut. xxvii. 26; comp. John v. 45). —év vdum] Not on the law 
(Luther), which would be ei¢ véuov, but the opposite of avéuuc: with the lao, 
z.e. in possession of the law, which they had as a standard,’ Winer, p. 361 
[E. T. 886]. On véuog without the article, used of the Mosaic law, see 
Winer, p. 117 [E. T. 123]. So frequently in the Apocrypha, and of partic- 
ular laws also in classical writers. To question this use of it in the N. T. 
(van Hengel, Th. Schott, Hofmann, and others) opens the way for artificial 
and sometimes intolerable explanations of the several passages. — kpidjo. | 
an unsought change of the verb, suggested by dia véuov. 

Ver. 13 proves the correctness of the proposition, so much at variance 
with the fancy of the Jews, dco év véuy raptor, dua véyov xpudjoovrat.—The 
placing of vy. 13-15 in a parenthesis, as after Beza’s example, is done by 
Grotius, Griesbach, and others, also by Reiche and Winer, is to be reject- 
ed, because ver. 13, which cannot be placed in a parenthesis alone (as 
Koppe and Mehring do), is closely joined with what immediately precedes, 
and it is only in ver. 14 that an intervening thought is introduced by way 


anic bliss of unbelievers was necessarily 1 This opposition does not extend beyond 
foreign to the Apostle; as indeed in vy. 7 the vouov wn éxeww and voov Exe, ver. 14. 
and 10 he was under the necessity of de- Therefore év vou is not: within the law as 
scribing those to whom Messianic bliss was _ the divine order of common life (comp. iii. 
to be given in recompense, in terms of a 19) as Hofmann takes it, 

Christian character. 
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of illustration, The parenthesis is (with Baumgarten-Crusius) to be limit- 
ed to vv. 14, 15, as is done also by Lachmann. See on ver. 16. — oi axpoa- 
rai] A reference to the public reading of the Thorah on the Sabbath. 
Comp. Acts xv. 21; 2 Cor. iii. 14; John xii. 34; Josephus, Antt. v 1, 
26, v. 2, 7. The substantive brings out more forcibly than the participial 
form of expression would have done the characteristic feature : those, whose 
business is hearing.1— rapa T@ Oe] évdriov abrod iii. 20, according to God’s 
judgment. 1 Cor. iii. 9 ; 2 Thess. i. 6 ; Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 395].— dexato- 
Sho.) They shall be declared as righteous, normal. See on 1.17. This oi rouy- 
ral vépov ducatoS4oovra: is the general fundamental law of God who judges 
with righteousness (Gal. iii. 12) ; a fundamental law which required to be 
urged here in proof of the previous assertion boo év véuw juaprov, dia v. Kptd70. 
Compare Weiss, idl. Theol. § 87. How in the event of its being impossible 
for aman to be a true zor vouov (iii. 9 ff.) faith comes in and furnishes 
a duxatootvy éx riorewc, and then how man, by means of the xawérne¢ Cue (vi. 
4) attained through faith, must and can fulfil (viii. 4) the law completed 
by Christ (the véuo¢ tov mvebuatoc tHe Cwfc, Vill. 2), were topics not belong- 
ing to the present discussion. Compare on ver. 6. ‘‘ Haec descriptio est 
justitia legis, quae nihil impedit alia dicta de justitia fidei,” Melanchthon. 
Vv. 14-16. The of xouyrai véuov dixatwShoovra just asserted did not require 
proof with regard to the Jews. But, as the regulative principle of the last 
judgment, it could not but appear to need proof withregard tothe Gentiles, 
since that fundamental rule might seem to admit of no application to those 
who sin dvéue¢ and perish avéuoc. Now the Gentiles, though beyond the pale 
of the Mosaic law and not incurring condemnation according to the standard 
of that law, yet possess in the moral law of nature a certain substitute for 
the Mosaic law not given to them. It is in virtue of this state of things 
that they present themselves, not as excepted from the above rule oi roirat 
vouov dixatod., but as subjected to it ; namely, in the indirect way that they, 
although dvoyo: in the positive sense, have nevertheless in the natural law 
a substitute for the positive one—which is apparent, as often as Gentiles 
do by nature that which the positive Mosaic law not given to them enjoins. 
The connection may therefore be paraphrased somewhat thus: ‘* With 
right and reason I say: the doers of the law shall be justified ; for as to the 
case of the Gentiles, that ye may not regard them as beyond reach of that rule, 
it is proved in fact by those instances, in which Gentiles, though not in possession 
of the law of Moses, do by nature the requirements of this law, that they are the 
law unto themselves, because, namely, they thereby show that its obligation stands 
written in their hearts,” etc. It is to be observed at the same time that Paul 
does not wish to prove a justification of the Gentiles really occurring as a 
result through the fulfilment of their natural law—a misconception against 
which he has already guarded himself in ver, 12,—but he desires simply to 
establish the regulative principle of justification through the law in the case 
of the Gentiles. Real actual justification by the law takes place neither 
among Jews nor Gentiles ; because in no case is there a complete fulfil- 


1 Compare Theile, ad Jac. i, 22, p. 76. 
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ment, either, among the Jews, of the revealed law, or, among the Gentiles, 
of the natural law—which in fact is only a cuhetitute for the former, but 
at the same time forms the limit beyond which their responsibility and 
their judgment cannot in principle go, because they have nothing higher 
(in opposition to Philippi, who refers to the rAfpoua vduov, xiii. 10).—The 
connection of thought between ver. 14 and what precedes it has been very 
variously apprehended. According to Koppe (compare Calvin, Flatt, and 
Mehring) vv. 14-16 prove the condemnation of the Gentiles asserted in 
ver. 12, and ver. 17 ff. that of the Jews ; while ver. 13 isa parenthesis. 
But, seeing that in the whole development of the argument ydp always re- 
fers to what immediately precedes, it is even in itself an arbitrary proceed- 
ing to make éray yép in ver. 14, without any evident necessity imposed by 
the course of thought, refer to ver. 12, and to treat ver. 13, although it 
contains a very appropriate reason assigned for the second part of ver. 12, 
as a parenthesis to be broken off from connection with what follows ; 
and decisive against this view are the words 7 xa? arodoyouuévwv in ver. 15, 
which place it beyond doubt that vv. 14-16 were not intended as a proof 
of the amodovvra in ver. 12. Philippi regards ver. 14 as establishing only 
the first half of ver. 13 : ‘‘not the hearers of the law are just before God, 
for even the Gentiles have a law, 7.e. for even the Gentiles are éxpoarai ror 
véuov.” But we have no right to exclude thus from the reference of the 
yap just the very assertion immediately preceding, and to make it refer to 
a purely negative clause which had merely served to pave the way for this 
assertion. The reference to the negative half of ver. 13 would only be 
warranted in accordance with the text, had Paul, as he might have done, 
inverted the order of the two parts of ver. 13, and so given to the negative 
clause the second place.’ And the less cowld a reader see reason to refer 
the ydp to this negative clause in the position in which the Apostle has 
placed it, since ver. 14 speaks of Gentiles who do the law, by which the 
attention was necessarily directed, not to the negative, but to the affirma- 
tive, half of ver. 13 (oi rowrad x.7.2.).?_ Such a mode of presenting the 
connection is even more arbitrary than if we should supply after ver. 13 
the thought : ‘‘and therewith also the Gentiles” (KGllner and others), which 
however is quite unnecessary. Our view is in substance that given already 
by Chrysostom (ov« éxBadAw tov vduor, dnoiv, aAAd Kai évrewdev dinar Ta EDvN), 
Erasmus, and others ; more recently by Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche, K6ll- 
ner, Fritzsche, de Wette, Baumgarten -Crusius, Reithmayr, van Hengel, 
Ewald, Th. Schott, though with very various modifications. 

Ver. 14. "Orav] quando, supposes a case which may take place at any 
.time, and whose frequent occurrence is possible, as ‘‘eventus ad experi- 
entiam revocatus” (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 689) : in the case if, 80 often as. — 
yap] introducing the proof that the proposition of ver. 13 also holds of the 


1 Only thus—but not as Paul has actually Hofmann, who, substantially like Philippi, 
placed it—could the negative clause be re- takes vy. 14-16 as a proof, that in the matter 
garded as the chief thought, for which Phi- of righteousness before God nothing can depend 
lippi is obliged to take it, p. 54 f. 3d ed. on whether one belongs to the number of those 

2 These reasons may also be urged against who hear the law read to them. 
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Gentiles, Sce above. — v7] not to be understood of the Gentiles collectively, 
to which Reiche, de Wette, Kéllner, Philippi refer it—for this must have 
been expressed by the article (against which view neither ix. 30 nor iii. 29, 
nor 1 Cor. i. 23, is to be adduced), and the putting of the case érav.... 
roth with respect to the heathen generally would be in itself untrue—but 
Paul means rather Gentiles among whom the supposed case occurs. — ra U1) vopov 
éyovra] they who have not the law ; amore precise definition bearing on the 
case, and bringing forward the point on which here the argument turns. 
See Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 189]. Observe the distinction between 7) véuov 
éy. and vépov px Ex. The former negatives—while the contrast of the gicec 
floats before the mind—the possession of the law, instead of which they 
have merely a natural analogue of it ;’ the latter negatives the possession 
of the law, which és wanting to them, whilst the Jews have it. — dice ra tov 
véuou ror] Most expositors uphold this connection, including Rickert, 
2d ed. Onthe other hand Bengel and Usteri join ¢éce: to pu) vou. Exovra, 
but thus make it superfluous and even unsuitable, and deprive it of all 
weight in the connection, especially as the word go has here no other 
sense than nativa indoles, i.e. the original constitution given with existence, 
and not moulded by any extraneous training, culture, or other influence 
beyond the endowments of nature and their natural development (comp. on 
Eph. ii. 3) ; doe: ‘quia natura eorum ita fert,” Stalb. ad Plat. Phaedr. 
p. 249. The dative denotes the mediating cause. And that it is the 
moral prompting of conscience left to itself, which Paul means by ¢gicec in con- 
trast to the divine leading of the law, is plain from ver. 15. The ¢ice roceiv 
lies beyond the sphere of positive revelation and its promptings, leadings, 
etc. It takes place in virtue of an indoles tngenita, not interventu disciplinae 
divinae formata, so that the thought of an operation of grace or of the 
Logos taking place apart from Christ is quite foreign to this passage, and 
its affirmation is not in harmony with the truncus et lapis of the Formula 
Concordiae.*— ra roi vduov] what belongs to the law, i.e. its constituent ele- 
ments, its precepts, Paul does not say simply rdv véuov ; for he is thinking 
not of Gentiles who fulfil the law as a whole, but of those who in conerete 
cases by their action respond to the particular portions of the law concerned. 
Compare Luthardt /.c. p. 409. The close relation, in which the rovety ra 
Tov vouov here stands to rowrat véuov in ver. 13, is fatal to the view of Beza, 
Joh. Cappell., Elsner, Wetstein, Michaelis, Flatt, and Mehring, who ex- 
plain it as quae lex facit, namely, the commanding, convincing, condemn- 
ing, etc. — éavroic ciod vduoc] They are the law unto themselves, i.e. their 
moral nature, with its voice of conscience commanding and forbidding, 
supplies to their own Ego the place of the revealed law possessed by the 
Jews. Thus in that voveiv they serve for themselves as a regulator of the 
conduct that agrees with the divine law.’ Observe further that here, 
where the participle stands without the article—consequently not of véu. uy 


1 Compare Stalb. ad Plat. Crit. p. 47 D. ’ For parallels (Manil. y. 495, al. ; ipse sidi 

? See the later discussions of dogmatic lea est, Arist. Nicom. iv. 14: véuos dvéaurd 
writers as to this point in Luthardt, v. freien al.) see Wetstein ; compare also Porph, ad 
Willen, p. 366 ff. Mare. 25, p. 804. 
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éxovres (as previously rd x?) . . . . Eyovra)—it is to be resolved by since the 
because they ; which however does not convey the idea: because th ~ 

eee > idea : becau: ey are 
conscious of the absence of the law (as Hofmann objects), but rather : be- 
cause this want ocewrs in their case. See Buttmann’s neut. Gr. p- 301 
[K. T. 306]. The resolution by although (Th. Schott) is opposed to the 
connection ; that by while (Hofmann) fails to convey the definite and logical 
meaning ; which is, that Gentiles, in the cases indicated by érav «.7.A. 
would not be éavroi¢ véuoc, if they had the positive law.—The otro. com- 
prehends emphatically the subjects in question.! 

Ver. 15. Oirevec x.t.A4.] quippe qui. See on i. 25. The odroz of ver. 14 
are characterized, and consequently the éavroi¢ eiot véuoc, just asserted, is 
confirmed : being such as show (practically by their action, ver. 14, make it 
known) that the work of the law is written in their hearts, wherewithal their 
conscience bears joint witness, etc.—That évdeixvevra should be‘understood of 
the practical proof which takes place by the roveiv ta rod véduov (not by the 
testimony of conscience, Bengel, Tholuck) is required by the ovv in cuppap- 
tupovonc, Which is not a mere strengthening of the simple word (K6llncr, 
Olshausen ; comp. Tholuck, following earlier expositors ; see, on the other 
hand viii. 16, ix. 1), but denotes the agreement of the internal evidence of 
conscience with the external proof by fact.*? It is impossible to regard the 
évdeixvuvra as taking place on the day indicated in ver. 16 (Hofmann), since 
this day can be no other than that of the last judgment. See on ver. 16. 
—rd Epyov tov véuov] The work relating to the law, the conduct corresponding 
to it, fulfilling it. The opposite is duaprAuata véuov, Wisd. ii. 12. Com- 
pare on Gal. ii. 16. The singular is collective (Gal. vi. 4), as a summing up 
of the gpya r. véuov (ili. 20, 28, ix. 82; Gal. ii. 16, iii. 2, 5, 10). Compare 
Ta Tov vduov above. This stands written in their hearts as commanded, as 
moral obligation,® as ethical law of nature. — yparréy] purposely chosen with 
reference to the written law of Moses, although the moral law is dypadoc.* 


1 Kiihner, IJ. 1, p. 568; Buttmann Z.c. p. 
262 f. ; 

2 Where cvppaprupecy appears to be equiy- 
alent to paprup., it is only an apparent equiv- 
alence ; there is always mentally implied an 
agreement with the person for whom witness 
is borne, as e.g. Thue. viii. 51, 2; Plat. Hipp. 
Maj. p. 282 B: cvpmaprupioar S€ cou Exw Ore 
aAnOq Aéyers, if that is meant is not a testi- 
mony agreeing with other's (as Xen. Hist. Gr. 
vii. 1, 2, iii. 8, 2), or, as here, one that agrees 
with a thing, aphenomenon, a proof by fact, 
or the like. Compare Isoe. p. 47 A. In the 
passage, Plat. Legg. iii. p. 680 D, Eummaptupetv 
is expressly distinguished from waptup ; for, 
after the rd od Adyw Eotxe waptupecy preced- 
ing, the vat: uumaprupet yap must mean: he 
is my joint-witness, whose evidence agrees 
with what I say. If the reference of ove. 
in our passage to the proof by fact be not 
adopted, then airots would need be sup- 
plied ; but wherefore should we do so? Ac- 


cording to Tholuck ovm. indicates merely 
the agreement of the person witnessing 
with the contents of his testimony. This 
is never the case, and would virtually de- 
prive the ovm. of all significance. 

8 This inward law is not the conscience it- 
self, but the regulative contents of the con- 
sciousness of the conscience ; consequently, 
Sf we conceive the latter, and with justice 
(in opposition to Rud. Hofmann, Lehre vom 
Gewissen, 1866, p. 54, 58 f.), as presented in 
the form of a syllogism, it forms the sub- 
ject of the major premise of this syllogism. 
Comp. Delitzsch, bib7. Psychol. p. 136 f. 

4Plato, Legg. p. 481 B, Thue. ii. 37, 3, 
and Kriiger, in loc. p. 200; Xen. Mem. iv. 
4,19; Soph. Ant. 450; Dem. 317, 28, 639, 22; 
Dion. Hal. vii. 41). Compare Jer. xxxi. 33; 
Heb. viii. 10, and the similar designations 
among the Rabbins in Buxtorf, Lew alm. 
p. 852, 1349, 
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The supplying of 4» serves to explain the adjective, which is used instead 
of the participle to denote what continues and is constant.* — cuupaptupobon¢ 
abrav ovvedicewc, Kat petagd x.7.A.] while they make known outwardly by 
their action that the épyov of the law is written in their hearts, their inner 
moral conscidusness accords with it ; namely (1), in reference to their own, 
personal relation : the testimony of their own consciences ; and (2), in regard 
to their mutual relation : the accusations or vindications* that are carried on 
between Gentiles and Gentiles (werazd dAAfAwv) by their thoughts, by their 
moral judgments. This view of the sense is required by the correlation of 
the points abrév and peraed a2A420v placed with emphasis in the foreground 
(uerazv occurring in Paul’s writings only here, and therefore all the more 
intentionally chosen in this case) ; so that thus both the personal individual 
testimony of conscience (airév) and the mutual judgment of the thoughts 
(ueragd GAAGAwv), are adduced, as accompanying internal acts, in confirma- 
tion of the évdeixvyvta. The Gentiles, who do the requirement of the law, 
practically show thereby that that requirement is inscribed on their hearts ; 
and this is attested at the same time, so far as concerns the actors themselves, 
by their (following) conscience, and, so far as concerns their relation to other 
Gentiles, by the accusations or the vindications which they reciprocally practise 
in their moral thoughts, the one making reflections of a condemnatory or of 
a justifying nature on the other.* The prominence thus given to airav and 
petasd GAAH2wv, and the antithetical correlation of the two points, have been 
commonly misunderstood (though not by Castalio, Storr, Flatt, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius), and consequently «. wer. aAA. tov diadoy. x.7.A. has been taken 
merely as an explanatory description of the process of conscience, in which the 
thoughts accuse or vindicate one another (i.e. one thought the other) ; so that 
aAAgawv is referred to the thoughts, and not, as is nevertheless required by 
the airév standing in contradistinction to it, to the é917. This view ought 
even to have been precluded by attending to the fact that, since cvuuapr. 
. ouvedgoewe must, in harmony with the context, mean the approving 
conscience [See Note XX. p. 108.], what follows cannot well suit as an exposi- 
tion, because in it the xaryyopotvrey preponderates. Finally, it was an arbi- 
trary expedient, rendering jeragi merely superfluous and confusing, to 
separate it from aAAga., and to explain the former as meaning at a future 
time, viz. év juéoa x.t.A. (Koppe), or between, at the same time (Kéllner, 
Jatho). 
Ver. 16 has its connection with what goes before very variously defined. 
While Ewald goes so far as to join it with ver. 5, and regards everything 
intervening as a parenthesis, many, and recently most expositors, have con- 


nected it with the immediately preceding cuuyapr. . . . . arodoy. ; in which 


1 Compare Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. i. 
5,1; Symp. 4, 25. See the truly classic de- 
scription of this inner law, and that as di- 


view taken of the moral state of the Gen- 
tiles, that the carnyopety forms the rue. See 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 126. 


vine, in Cicero, de Republi. iii. 23; of the 
Greeks, comp. Soph. O. 7. 838 ff., and Wun- 
der, in loc. 

2 The xaé added to the # is based on the 


3 Compare Weiss, Lidl. Theol. p. 277: “It 
is testified by the conscience, which teaches 
them to judge the quality of their own and 
others’ actions.” 
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case, however, év juépa cannot be taken for ele Juépav (Calvin), nor the pres- 
ent participles in a future sense (Fritzsche), since, in accordance with the 
context, they are contemporary with évdsixvyyra. And for that very reason 
we must reject the view, which has been often assumed, that Paul suddenly 
transports himself from the present into the time of the judgment, when 
the exercise of conscience in the Gentiles will be specially active, and that 
for this reason he at once adds év juépg «.7.A. directly without inserting a 
kal TovTO udAvoTa, OY Kal TovTo yevjoera, or the like (Riickert, Tholuck, de 
Wette, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Umbreit ; comp. Estius). The 
supposition of such an illogical and violent leap of thought in so clear and 
steady a thinker as Paul is thoroughly arbitrary and wholly without analogy. 
Moreover, the simple temporal self-judgment of the Gentiles fits into the 
connection so perfectly, that Paul cannot even have conceived of it as an 
anticipation of the last judgment (Mehring). Quite an incorrect thought, 
repugnant to ver. 12 and to the whole doctrinal system of the Apostle, is 
obtained by Luthardt (a. freien Willen, p. 410 f.), when, very arbitrarily 
joining it only with } xat arodoyouuévwr, he discovers here the hope ‘‘that to 
such the reconciling grace of Christ shall one day be extended.” This is 
not confirmed by ver. 26. A relative natural morality never in the N. T. 
supplies the place of faith, which is the absolutely necessary condition of 
reconciling grace. Compare iil. 9, 22, vii. 14 ff. al. Lastly Hofmann, who 
formerly held a view similar to Luthardt’s (see Schriftbew. I. p. 669), now 
connects év 7uépa x.t.A. to évdeixvuvra in such a way, that he explains ver. 
16 not at all of the final judgment, but, in contrast even to the latter, of 
every day on which God causes the Gospel to be proclaimed among the Crentiles ; 
every such day shall be for all, who hear the message, a day of inward judg- 
ment ; whoever believingly accepts it, and embraces salvation, thereby 
proves that he himself demands from himself what the revealed law enjoins 
on those who possess it. This interpretation, which would require us to 
read with Hofmann xpivec (the present) instead of xpzvez, is as novel as it is 
erroneous. For the expressions in ver. 16 are so entirely those formally 
used to denote the last judgment (comp. on juépa 1 Cor. i. 8, v. 5 ; 2 Cor. i. 
14 al. ; on kpwei, vv. 2, 8, 5, iii. 6 al. ; on Ged as the judge, iil. 6, xiv. 10, 
12, al. ; on 1a xpunrd, 1 Cor. iv. 5; on did "Iyood X. 2 Cor. v. 10; Acts 
xvii. 31) that nothing else could occur to any reader than the conception 
of that judgment, which moreover has been present to the mind since 
ver. 2, and from which even xara 1d evayy. wov does not draw away the at- 
tention. Every element in Hofmann’s exposition is subjectively introduced, 
so that Paul could not have wrapped up the simple thought, which is sup- 
posed to be expressed in so precious a manner, in a more strange disguise 
—a thought, moreover, which is here utterly irrelevant, since Paul has to 
do simply with the natural law of the Gentiles in its relation to the revealed 
véuoc of Judaism, and apart as yet from all reference to the occurrence of 
their conversion ; and hence also the comparison with Heb. iv. 12 is here 
out of place. The proper view of the passage depends on our treating as a 
parenthesis, not (with Winer and others) vv. 13-15, but with Lachmann, vv. 
14, 15. This parenthetical insertion is already indicated as such by the fact, 
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that the great judicial proposition previously expressed : oi rowjrat véuov 
Sixauwdhoovrat is in vv. 14, 15 proved only with reference to a part of man- 
kind, with regard to which it might seem possibly doubtful : it is required 
by the circumstance, that without it év juép¢ has no proper logical reference 
whatever ; and lastly, it is confirmed by the consideration that, if it is 
adopted, the whole is wound up not with an illustration having reference to 
the Gentiles, but—and how emphatically and solemnly !—with the leading 
thought of the whole discussion.’— ra kputra tov avbp.] The hidden things 
of men, i.e. everything in their inner or outer life which does not come to 
the knowledge of others at all, or not according to its moral quality. This 
special characteristic of the judgment is given with reference to ver. 13, inas- 
much as it is just such a judging that is necessary for, and the preliminary 
to, the realization of what is affirmed in ver. 13. — kara 76 evayyéA. pov] con- 
tains, according to the wswal view, the accordance of the assertion xpiei 6 
Ged¢ Ta KpunTa T. avdp. dia ’I. Xp. with the Apostle’s official proclamation of 
salvation. . But the fact that God will judge, etc., was so universally known 
and so entirely undoubted, that the addition in that sense would have been 
in the highest degree superfluous ; and indeed the wov in that case would 
have no significance bearing on the matter, since no one proclaiming the 
Gospel could call in question that truth. We must therefore explain it, 
with Pareus, Calovius, and many others, including Umbreit and Hofmann, 
as referring to the manner of the xpwei. Paul was so certain of the sole 
truth of the Gospel committed to him (xvi. 25; Eph. iv. 20 f.) which he 
had by revelation of God (Gal. i. 11 f.) that he could not but be equally 
certain that the future judgment would not be held otherwise than according 
to his Gospel, whose contents are conceived as the standard of the sentence. 
In that same Gospel he knew it to be divinely determined, to whom the 
otépavoc tH¢ duxacocvync, the eternal life and its déFa, or on the other hand its 
opposite, eternal a7éAeca, should be awarded by the judge. But he knew 
at the same time the axiom announced in ver. 13, with which ver. 16 con- 
nects itself, to be not at variance therewith (comp. iii. 31) ; as indeed on 
the contrary, it is just in the Gospel that perfection in the fulfilment of the 
law is demanded, and accordingly (see ch. vi. 8, xiii. 8 ff.) the judicial rec- 
ompense is determined conformably to the conduct, viii. 4; 2 Cor. v. 10; 
Eph. v. 5; 1 Oor. vi. 9f. ; Gal. v. 19-23. On pov Calvin’s note suffices : 
suum appellat ratione ministerit, and that, to distinguish it from the preach- 
ing not of other apostles, but of false, and especially of Judaizing teachers. 
Comp. xvi. 25; 2 Tim. ii. 8. The mistaken view is held by Origen, 
Jerome, and other Fathers,* that Paul meant by Ais Gospel that of Luke. — 
dua Inood Xp.] As He is the Mediator of eternal salvation, so also it is He 
who is commissioned by God to hold the judgment. Comp. Acts xvii, 30, 
31; 1 Cor. iv. 5; 2 Cor. v. 10 al. ; John v. 27; Matt. xxv. 31. 

Vv. 17-24. The logical connection of this ‘‘oratio splendida ac vehemens” 


1 There is therefore the less reason for which was copied into the text at the wrong 
assuming with Laurent that ver. 16 wasa place. 


marginal note of the Apostle on yer. 13, 2 See Fabricius, Cod. apocr. p. 871 f. 
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(Estius), introduced once more in lively apostrophe,! with what precedes is 
to be taken thus : Paul has expressed in vv. 13-16 the rule of judgment, 
that not the hearers but the doers of the law shall in the judgment be jus- 
tified. He wishes now vividly to bring home the fact, that the conduct of 
the Jews, with all their conceit as to the possession and knowledge of the 
law, is in sharp contradiction to that standard of judgment. The 6é and 
the emphatic od are to be explained from the conception of the contrast, 
which the conduct of the Jews showed, to the proposition that only the 
doers dixawwSjoovra. As to the construction of vv. 17-23, the common as- 
sumption of an anakoluthon, by which Paul in ver. 21 abandons the plan 
of the discourse started with ei, and introduces another turn by means of 
oby* is quite unnecessary. The discourse, on the contrary, is formed with 
regular and logically accurate connection as protasis (vv. 17-20) and apo- 
dosis, namely thus : But if thou art called a Jew, and supportest thyself on 
the law, etc., down to ver. 20, dost thow (interrogative apodosis, vv. 21, 22), 
who accordingly (ov, in accordance with what is specified in vv. 17-20) 
teachest others, not teach thyself? Stealest thou, who preachest against stealing ? 
Comiittest thou adultery, who forbiddest adultery? Plunderest thou temples, 
who abhorrest idols? These questions present the contrast to the contents of 
the protasis as in the highest degree surprising, as something that one is at 
a loss how to characterize—and then follows in ver. 28, with trenchant pre- 
cision, the explanation and decision regarding them in the categoricas 
utterance : Thou, who boastest thyself of the law, dishonourest God by the trans- 
gression of the law, a result which is then in ver. 24 further confirmed by a 
testimony from the O. T. Ver. 23 also might indeed (as commonly explained) 
be taken as a question ; but, when taken as declaratory, the discourse pre- 
sents a form far more finished, weighty and severe. Paul himself, by 
abandoning the participial expression uniformly employed four times pre- 
viously, seems to indicate the cessation of the course hitherto pursued. Ac- 
cording to this exposition of the connection, in which it must not be over- 
looked that the force of the oiv in ver, 21 is limited solely to the relation of the 
6 diddoxov érepov and the following participles to what has been said before,* 
we must reject the view of Benecke, Gléckler, and Hofmann that the apo- 
dosis only begins with ver. 23, but in ver, 21 f. there is a continuation of 
the hypothetical protasis—an idea which cannot be tolerated, especially at 
the beginning of the new form of discourse (the antithetical), without rep- 
etition of the ei. Paul would have written ei ov 6 diWdoKur «.r.A. (compare 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 178). Th. Schott erroneously finds in éxavaraty and 
xavyaoat the apodosis, which is then explained. 

Vv. 17-20 contain the protasis, whose tenor of censwre (called in question 


1To the Jews, not to the Jewish-Chris- gathering up and resuming what had been 


tians. Respecting the composition and 
character of the Roman congregation noth- 
ing can be inferred from this rhetorical form 
of expression. Comp. Th. Schott, p. 188 f. 
2 See Winer, p. 529 [H. T. 569], Buttmann, 
p. 831 [E. T. 386]. 
8 This is the well-known epanaleptic oiv, 


said previously. Regarding the frequency 
of its use also in Greek writers to introduce 
the apodosis, especially after a lengthened 
protasis, see Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 22 f. ; 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 718. Comp, Bengel on 
ver. 1%. 
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without ground by Th. Schott and Hofmann) reveals itself at first gently, 
but afterwards, ver. 19 f., with greater force.—’ Iovdaiog érovoudty] if thou art 
named ‘* Jew.” This was the theocratic title of honour opposed to heathen- 
ism (77 71, see Philo, Alley. I. p. 55 B, de plant. Noé, p. 233 A). Comp. 
Rev. ii. 9. So much the less therefore is érovoudt. to be here understood of 
a surname (Bengel). Full effect is given to the compound in classic writers 
also by the notion of name-giving, imposing the name.’ Van Hengel arbitra- 
rily imports the idea: pro veteri nomine (Israelitarum) noowm substituens. 
—énavaraby TO véuw] acquiescis, thou reliest (Mic. iii. 11; 1 Macc. viii. 12 ; 
see Wetstein) on the law, comp. John vy. 45, as if the possession and knowl- 
edge of it were to thee the guarantee of salvation. The rest, of not being 
obliged first of all to seek what God’s will is (Hofmann), cannot be meant ; 
since such a seeking cannot be separated from the possession of the law, 
but is on the contrary directed to that very law (see ver. 18). But in the 
law the Jew saw the magna charta of his assurance of salvation. He relied 
upon it. —év @c@] As being the exclusive Father and Protector of the 
nation. Comp. Gen. xvii. 7; Is. xlv. 25; Jer. xxxi. 33. Observe the 
climax of the three points in ver. 17. The év with xavy. (2 Cor. x. 15; 
Gal. vi. 18), a verb which in Greek authors is joined with ézi or eic or the 
accusative, denotes that, wherein the xavy. rests, according to the analogy 
of yalpew, téprecSar év.2— Ver. 18, 7d GéAnwa] Kar’ éFoxfv. Whose will it 
was, that was to be obeyed on the part of man, was obvious of itself. Comp. 
on dvoua-Acts v. 41. — doxiudtecc ta dcadép.| Thou approvest the excellent. Re- — 
specting the lexical correctness of this rendering comp. on Phil. 1.10. Its 
correctness in accordance with the connection is plain from the climactic re- 
lation, in which the two elements of ver. 18 must stand to each other. 
‘“Thou knowest the will of God and approvest (theoretically) the excellent” 
—therewith Paul has conceded to the Jews all possible theory of the ethical, 
up to the limit of practice. Others, taking doxiudtecv as to prove, explain ra 
diagépovra as meaning that which is different ; and this either (comp. Heb. 
v. 14) of the distinction between right and wrong (Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Estius, Grotius and others, including Reiche, Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, Philippi, van Hengel, Th. Schott), or that which is different from the 
will of God, i.e. what is wrong, sinful (Clericus, Glickler, Mehring, 
Hofmann ; compare Beza). But, after ywdoxere 7d OéAnwa, how tame and 
destructive of the climax is either explanation! The Vulgate rightly ren- 
ders: ‘‘probas utiliora.” Compare Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, Bengel, 
Flatt, Ewald. — xaryyotu. && 7. véu0v] Being instructed out of the law (through 
the public reading and exposition of it in the synagogues, comp. d«podraz, 
ver. 13), namely as to the will of God, and as to that which is excellent. 
—Vv. 19, 20 now describe, with a reference not to be mistaken (in oppo- 
sition to Th. Schott and Hofmann) to the Jewish presumption and disposition 
to proselytize (Matt. xxiii. 15), the influence which the Jews, in virtue of 
their theoretic insight, fancied that they exercised over the Gentiles, The 


1 See Plat. Crat. p. 897 B, p. 406 A; Phaedr. Polyb. i. 29, 2; comp. Gen. iv. 17, 25 f. 
p. 288 A a. ; Xen. Occ. 6,17; Thue. ii. 29, 8; ? Bernhardy, p. 211; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 403. 
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accumulated asyndetic designations of the same thing lend lively force to 
the description. They are not to be regarded with Reiche as reminiscences 
from the Gospels (Matt. xv. 14; Luke xx. 82, ii. 82) ; for apart from the 
fact that at least no canonical Gospel had at that time been written, the 
figurative expressions themselves which are here used were very current 
among the Jews and elsewhere. See, e.g. Wetstein on Matt. xv. 14. Ob- 
serve, further, that Paul does not continue here with the conjunctive «ai, 
but with the adjunctive ré, because what follows contains the conduct de- 
termined by and dependent on the elements of ver. 18, and not something 
independent.* — ceavrov ddyy. «.t.4.] that thow thyself for thy part, in virtue 
of this aptitude received from the law, etc. érova, accompanied by the 
accusative with the infinitive, occurs only here in the N. T., and rarely in 
Greek authors (Aesch, Sept. 444). — raidevrpv x.7.4.] trainer of the foolish, 
teacher of those in nonage.*—riv udpdwcw Tt. yoo. Kk. T.' dagd] the form of 
knowledge and of the truth. Inthe doctrines and precepts of the law, re- 
ligious knowledge and divine truth, both in the objective sense, attain the 
conformation and exhibition (Ewald : ‘‘embodiment”) proper to them, #.¢. 
corresponding to their nature (hence 77 uép¢.), so that we possess in the 
law those lineaments which, taken collectively, compose the oyyparicpic 
(Hesychius) of knowledge and truth and thus bring them to adequate in- 
tellectual cognizance. Truth and knowledge have become in the law 
éupopdoc (Plut. Num. 8, Mor. p. 428 F), or popdoedye (Plut. Mor. p. 735 A). 
Paul adds this éyovra rv pdpd. tr. yv. k. T. aA. asan illustrative definition (wt 
qui habeas, etc.) to all the points previously adduced ; and in doing so he 
places himself entirely at the Jewish point of view (comp. Wisd. xxiv. 32 ff.), 
and speaks according to their mode of conception ; hence the view which 
takes udp. here as the mere appearance (2 Tim. iii. 5), in contrast to the 
reality, is quite erroneous (in opposition to rvé¢ in Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Pareus, Olshausen). Even Paul himself could not possibly find in the law 
merely the appearance of truth (iii. 21, 31).° 

Vv. 21, 22. Apodosis interrogating with lively indignation. See gen- 
erally, and respecting oiv, above on vv. 17-24. The form of the questions 
is expressive of surprise at the existence of an incongruity so much at variance 
with the protases, ver. 17 f.; it must have been in fact impossible. So also 
in 1 Cor. vi. 2.—Dost thou, who teachest others accordingly, not teach thine own 
self ? namely, a better way of thinking and living than thou showest by thy 
conduct.‘ — The following infinitives do not include in themselves the idea 
of deiv or éteiva:,® but find their explanation in the idea of commanding, which 
is implied in the finite verbs.° — 6 Bdcdvooduevog Ta eidwAa iepoavasic] Thou, 
who abhorrest idols, dost thou plunder temples? This is necessarily to be 


1 Comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 790. trast (comp. LXX. Ps. 1. 16 ff.; Ignat. ph. 


2 Comp. Plat. Pol. x. p.598 C: maidds Te Kai 
adpovas, 7 

3 On pépdwors compare Theophrastus h. 
pl. iii. 7, 4, and Svandppwors in Plut. Mor. p. 
1023 C. 

4 Analogous passages expressing this con- 


15) from Greek and Rabbinical authors may 
be seen in Wetstein. 

5 See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 753 f. 

® See Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 1, Anab. 
v. 7%, 34; Heindorf, ad Plat. Prot. p. 346 B; 
Wunder, ad Soph. O. C. 837. 
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understood of the plundering of idols’ temples (with Chrysostom, The- 
ophylact,! Clericus, Wetstein, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Mehring (Riickert indecisively) ; as is required by the anti- 
thetic relation in which iepoovieic stands to the BdeAvocdu. ra eidwaa. ‘* Thou 
who holdest all contact with idols as a detestable pollution—dost thou 
lay plundering hands on their temples?’ Abhorrence of idols and (not, it 
might be, temple-destruction, Deut. vii. 25, but greedy) temple-plunder- 
ing*—Paul could not have placed at the close of his reproachful questions 
a contrast between theory and practice more incisively affecting Jewish feel- 
ing. That robbery of temples actually occurred among the Jews, may just- 
ly be inferred from Acts xix. 37, but especially from Josephus, Antt. iv. 8, 
10.° It is differently explained by Pelagius, Pareus, Toletus, Grotius, Heu- 
mann, Michaelis, Cramer, Reiche, Gléckler, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewald, 
and Hofmann, who understand it of robbing the Jewish temple by the em- 
bezzlement or curtailment of the temple-moneys and sacrifices (for proofs of 
this crime, see Josephus, Antt. viii. 3, 5 f.), by withholding the temple 
tribute, and the like.* Luther, Calvin, Bengel, and others, including Morus, 
Flatt, Kéllner, and Umbreit, interpret it, with still more deviation from the 
proper sense, as denoting the ‘‘ profanatio divinae majestatis” (Calvin) gen- 
erally.° Compare Luther’s gloss, ‘‘Thou art a robber of God ; for it is 
God’s glory which all who would be holy through works take from Him.” 
Such unjustifiable deviations from the literal sense would not have been re- 
sorted to, if attention had been directed on the one hand to the actual unity 
of the object in the whole of the antitheses, and on the other to the appro- 
priate climax : theft, adultery, robbery of idols’ temples. 

Ver. 23 gives to the four questions of reproachful astonishment the de- 
‘cisive categorical answer. See above on vv. 17-24. [See Note XXI. p. 108. ] 
— dia tH¢ TapaB. Tt. vduov] To this category belonged especially the ispoov- 
Aciv ; for in Deut. vii. 25 f. the destruction of heathen statues is enjoined, 
but the robbery of their gold and silver is repudiated. — rdv Sedv ariudtecc] 
How ? is shown in ver. 24. — rdv Sedv] who has given the law. 

Ver. 24. For confirmation of his rév Gedy atyuatecc Paul subjoins a Script- 
ure quotation, namely Is. lii, 5, in substance after the LXX., not the far 
more dissimilar passage Ezek. xxxvi. 22 f. (Calvin, Ewald, and others), 
which, according to Hofmann, he is supposed to express according to the 
Greek translation of Is. l.c. ‘more convenient” for him. But he applies 


’ Theophylact (whom Estius follows) very holy places, isirrelevant for this reason,that 


properly refers the iepoovAets to the temples 
of idols, but limits it to the taking away of 
the avaOjuara. His exposition, moreover, 
aptly brings out the practical bearing of 
the point: iepoovAday A€éyer Thy adhalpeow Tav 
avaTibenéevov Tots eiSAots, Kai yap ei Kal éBSe- 
AacovrTo Ta cidwAra, GAN Kuws TH} Prtoxpyparia 
TUPAvVOUMEVOL TTOVTO TAY eidwALKOY avadnLa- 
twv Se’ aisxpokcpdiav, 

3 The objection urged by Reiche and van 
Hengel, that iepoovAccy always refers to tem- 
ples which the speaker really looks upon as 


Paul was obliged to take the word, which 
he found existing in the Greek, in order to in- 
dicate temple-robbery, while he has al- 
ready sufficiently excluded the idea that the 
temples themselves were sacred in his eyes 
by Ta cidwAa, 

3See also Rabbinical passages in Do- 
litzsch’s Hebrew translation, p. 77. 

4 Compare Test. XII. Patr. p. 578. 

§ Olshausen thinks that avarice, as inward 
idolatry, is meant. 
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the quotation in such a way that he makes it his own by the yép not found in 
the original or the LXX.; only indicating by ka8d¢ yéyparras at the close, 
that he has thus appropriated a passage of Scripture, Hence cadoc yéy. is 
placed at the end, as is never done in the case of express quotations of Script- 
ure. The historical sense ’ of the passage is not here concerned, since Paul 
has not quoted it as a fulfilled prophecy, though otherwise with propriety 
in the sense of iii. 19. — dv tpac] ie. on account of your wicked conduct, — 
Bracgnueirat ev Toig &9vecr] among the Gentiles, inasmuch, namely, as these in- 
fer from the immoral conduct of the Jews that they have an unholy God 
and Lawgiver, and are thereby moved to blaspheme His holy name. Comp. 
Clement, Cor. I. 47. 

Ver. 25. Having in vv. 17-24 (not merely taken for granted, but) thrown 
a bright light of illumination on the culpability of the Jews in presence of 
the law, Paul now briefly and decisively dissipates the fancy of a special 
advantage, of which they were assured through cirewmeision. ‘‘ For 
circumcision indeed, the advantage of which thou mightest perchance urge 
against this condemnation, is useful, if thou doest the law ; but if thou art a 
transgressor of the law, thou hast as cirewmeised no advantage over the uncircum- 
cised.”” — yap therefore annexes a corroboration of the closing result of vv, 
23, 24, and does so by excluding every advantage, which the Jew trans- 
gressing this law might fancy himself possessed of, as compared with the 
Gentile, in virtue of circumcision. Stat sententia/ in spite of thy circum- 
cision ! Hofmann is the less justified, however, in taking the pév elliptically, 
with the suppression of its antithesis,” since against its correspondence with 
the immediately following dé no well-founded logical objection exists. — 
mepitoun| cirewmeision, without the article. It is not however, with K6llner 
and many others, to be taken as a description of Judaism generally ; but 
definitely and specially of circwmcision, to which sacrifice of the body—con- 
secrating men to membership of the people of God (Ewald, Alterth. p. 127), 
and meant to be accompanied by the inner consecration of moral holiness 
(see on ver. 28)—the theocratic Jewish conceit attributed the absolute value 
of a service rendering them holy and appropriating the Abrahamic promises. 
— OgeAei] seeing that it transfers into the communion of all blessings and 
promises conferred by God on His covenant people ; which blessings and 
promises, however, are attached to the observance of His law as their con- 
dition (Gen. xvii. 1 ff.; Lev. xviii. 5 ; Deut. xxvii. 26 ; Gal. v. 3), so that 
circumcision points at the same time to the new covenant, and becomes a 
sign and seal of the righteousness that is by faith (see on iv. 11). This how- 
ever the Apostle has not yet in view here [See Note XXIL. p. 108. ]. —éay vdp. 
x.t.4.] Not on the presupposition that, but rather, as also the two following 
éév : in the case that, Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 293]. — axpoBvoria yéyovev] Has be- 
come mow, has lost, for thee, every advantage which it was designed to 
secure to thee over the uncircumcised, so that thou hast now no advantage 


1It refers to God’s name being dis- 2 Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 414, and gener- 
honoured through the enslaving of the ally Baeumlein, Part. p. 163. 
Jews by their tyrants. 
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over the latter, and art, just as he is, no member of God’s people. Paul con- 
ceives of the latter as a holy people, like the invisible church of God, in 
which the mortua membra of the people have no part.’— yéyovev] Present 
of the completed action ; vii. 2; xiv. 23; John xx. 23. It is the emergent 
ethical result, which takes place. 

Ver. 26. Interrogative inference of the corresponding inverse relation, 
drawn from ver. 25. —7 axpoBvotia airov| referring to the concrete axpéBvoro¢ 
understood in the previous dxpoBvotia.?—ra dixadpata tT. vouov ova.) The 
same as 7a Tod véuov roceiv in ver. 14, as also the following r. vduov reAovca of 

-ver, 27.° A ‘perfect, deep inner” fulfilment of the law (Philippi), is a 
gratuitous suggestion, since there is no modal definition appended. Paul 
means the observance of the Mosaic legal precepts (respecting dcadépara 
comp. on i, 32 and v. 16), which in point of fact takes place when the 
Gentile obeys the moral law of nature, ver. 14 f. — ele mepit. AoyioSAcerar] 
will be reckoned as circumcision (eic in the sense of the result, see ix. 8 ; 
Acts xix! 27 31s.-xl- 17 > Wisd. 1x.26)) Vheile sad tJacasp. las )-ee eee 
Suture is not that of the logical certainty (Mehring and older expositors), or 
of the result (Hofmann), which latter sense would be involved in a form of 
expression corresponding to the yéyove ; but the glance of the Apostle ex- 
tends (see ver. 27) to the last judgment. To the uncircumcised person, who 
observes what the law has ordained, 7.e. the moral precepts of the law, shall 
one day be awarded the same salvation that God has destined, subject to 
the obligation of fulfilment of the law, for those who through circumcision 
are members of His people. As to the thought comp. Matt. viii. 11, ili. 9 ; 
1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v. 6. The reference to proselytes of the gate (Philippi) 
is not only arbitrary, but also incorrect, because the text has in view the 
pure contrast between circumcision and uncircumcision, without any hint 
of an intermediate stage or anything analogous thereto. The proposition, is 
to be retained in its unlimited expression. The mediation, however, which 
has to intervene for the circumcised as well as for the uncircumcised, in 
order to the procuring of salvation through faith, is still left unnoticed here, 
and is reserved for the subsequent teaching of the Epistle. See especially 
ch. iv. ; 

Ver. 27. is regarded by most modern expositors, including Riickert, 
Reiche (undecidedly), Kéllner, Fritzsche, Olshausen, Philippi, Lachmann, 
Ewald, and Mehring, as a continuation of the question, so that obi is again 
understood before xpwei. But the sequence of thought is brought out 


to bring the law into execution. It is only dis- 
tinguished from ¢vAdcocew and typety vdnov 


1 The same idea is illustrated concretely 
by R. Berechias in Schemoth Rabb. f. 138, 18: 


“Ne haeretici et apostatae et impii ex Is- 
raclitis dicant: Quandoquidem circumcisi 
sumus, in infernumnon descendimus. Quid 
agit Deus S.B.? Mittit angelum et prae- 
putia eorum attrahit, ita ut ipsi in infernum 
descendant.” See other similar passages in 
Hisenmenger’s entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 839 f. 

2 See Winer, p. 138 [E. T. 145]. 

3 Tov vowov TedAety means, as in James ii. 8, 


by its representing the same thing on its 
practical side, so far as the law is accom- 
plished by the action ‘which the law de- 
mands. Comp. Plat. Zegg. xi. p. 926 A, xii. p. 
958 D; Xen. Cyr. viii. 1, 1; Soph. Aj. 528; 
Lucian. @. Morte Peregr. 33. On the whole, 
vedecv frequently answers to the idea pa- 
trare, facere, (Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 804.) 
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much more forcibly, if we take ver. 27 as affirmative, as the reply to the 
question contained in ver. 26, (as is done by Chrysostom, Erasmus, Luther, 
Bengel, Wetstein, and others ; now also by Tholuck, de Wette, van Hengel, 
Th. Schott, Hofmann). In this case the placing xpiei first conveys a 
strong emphasis ; and «ai, as often in classic authors! is the simple and, 
which annexes the answer to the interrogative discourse as if in continua- 
_tion, and thus assumes its affirmation as self-evident.? And the natural un- 
circumeision, if it fulfils the law, shall judge, i.e. exhibit in thy full desert of 
punishment (namely, comparatione sui, as Grotius aptly remarks),* thee, who, 
etc. Compare, on the idea, Matt. xii. 41 ; the thought of the actual direct 
judgment on the last day, according to 1 Cor. vi. 2, is alien to the passage, 
although the practical indirect judgment, which is meant, belongs to the 
future judgment-day. —7 é« dbcewe axpoB.| The uneireumeision by nature, i.e. 
the (persons in question) uncircumcised in virtue of their Gentile birth. 
This é« gicewc, which is neither, with Koppe and Olshausen, to be connected 
with rév vdu. reA., nor, with Mehring, to be taken as equivalent to év capxi, 
is in itself superfluous, but serves to heighten the contrast dca yp. «. reper. 
The idea, that this axpoBvoria is a repiroun év rvetuare, must (in opposition to 
Philippi) have been indicated in the text, and it would have no place in the 
connection of our passage ; see ver. 29, where it first comes in. —rdv dua 
ypaup. K. wepit. TapaB. véuov| who with letter and cireumeision art a trans- 
gressor of the law. dia denotes the surrounding circumstances amidst which, 
z.e. here according to the context : in spite of which the transgression takes 
place.* Compare iv. 11, xiv. 20 ; Winer, p. 355 [E. T. 380]. Others take 
ova as instrumental, and that either: dia véuov.. . . mpoaydeic (Oecumenius ; 
comp. Umbreit) or: ‘‘occasione legis,” (Beza, Estius, and others ; comp. 
Benecke), or: ‘‘ who transgressest the law, and art exhibited as such by the 
letter,” etc. (Kéllner). But the former explanations introduce a foreign 
idea“into the connection ; and against KGllner’s view it may be urged that 
his declarative rendering weakens quite unnecessarily the force of the con- 
trast of the two members of the verse. For the most natural and most 
abrupt contrast to the wneirewmceised person who keeps the law is he, who 
transgresses the law notwithstanding letter and circumcision, and is conse- 
quently all the more culpable, because he offends against written divine 
direction (ypauy.) and theocratic obligation (repir.). 

Vv. 28, 29. Proof of ver. 27. For the true Judaism (which is not exposed 
to that xpivei) resides not in that which is external, but in the hidden world of 
the internal. — 6 év TO davep@] 4.¢. b¢ év TH g. gore :* for he is not a Jew, who is 
so openly, i.e. not he who shows himself to be an ’Iovdazoc in external visible 


1 Thiersch, § 354, 5 b.; Kiihner, ad Xen, example of the Gentile, who has fulfilled it, 


Mem. ii. 10, 2. 

2 Hllendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 880. 

3 Not so, that God in judging will apply 
the Gentile obedience of the law as a stand- 
ard for estimating the Jewish transgression 
of it (Th. Schott), which is gratuitously 
introduced. The standard of judgment re- 
mains the law of God (ver. 12f.); but the 


exposes and practically condemns the Jew 
who has transgressed it. 

4 Th. Schott arbitrarily: who with the 
possession of the law and circumcision does 
not cease to be a transgressor and to pass for 
such. 

5 See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 116. 
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exhibition (in profession, circumcision, dress, ceremonial service, and the 
like) is a genuine, aAyvvéc, ’Iovdaiog answering to the idea. The second 
half of ver. 28, in which éy capxi forms an apposition to év 76 gavep@, More 
precisely defining it, is to be taken as quite parallel. — Ver. 29 is usually 
rendered : But he who is a Jew in secret (scil. is a true Jew), and cireumeision 
of the heart, in the spirit, not in the letter (scil. is true cirewmeision.) But 
against this view it may be urged that 6 év 76 kpurr@ is so completely par- 
allel to the 6 év r@ davep@ in ver. 28, that a different mode of connection 
cannot but seem forced. Hence the following construction and exposition 
result more naturally (comp. Luther, Erasmus, and others ; also Fritzsche) : 
But he is a Jew (in the true sense) who is so in secret (in the invisible inner 
life), and (instead of now saying, in parallel with ver. 28 : 7 év 7@ kpuzT@ 
repttouf, Paul defines both the év 76 xpyx7@ and the true spiritual mean- 
ing of reprtouf more precisely, and says) cirewmeision of the heart resides (the 
éort to be supplied) in the spirit, not in the letter.? Stripped of figure, zepz- 
toun Kapdiac is: the separation of all that is immoral from the inner life ; 
for circumcision was accounted even from the earliest times as ctuBosov 
joovav éxrouqce (Philo).* The uncircumcised heart is auetavéyroc, ver. 5. — 
év rvebarte| is the power, in which the circumcision of the heart finds its 
causal ground, namely, in the Spirit, z.e. in the Holy Spirit, through whose 
power it takes place, not in the letter, which effects the outward circum- 
cision by its commandment. In true Judaism also the Holy Ghost is the 
divine active principle (comp. vii. 14). So much the less reason is there 
for making zvetua in our passage mean the true Jewish public spirit proceed- 
ing from God (de Wette, comp. Tholuck), or the spirit of the law, in con- 
trast to its outward observance (van Hengel, who wrongly urges the ab- 
sence of the article); or the new life-principle in man, wrought in him by the 
Spirit of God (Riickert, comp. Luther’s gloss) ; on the contrary, the zveiua 
is to be left as the objective, concrete divine rvevua, as the Holy Spirit 
in the definite sense, and as distinguished from the spiritual conditions and 
tendencies which He produces. The correct and clear view is held by Gro- 
tius, Fritzsche, and Philippi ; compare Hofmann. Others, as Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius (Chrysostom and Theophylact express them- 
selves very indefinitely), Erasmus, Beza, Toletus, Heumann, Morus, Rosen- 
miller, Reiche, Mehring, take rveiua as meaning the spirit of man. But 
that the circumcision of the heart takes place in the spirit of man, is self- 
evident ; and the similar contrast between mvevua and ypduua, vii. 6 and 2 
Cor, iii, 6, clearly excludes the reference to the human spirit. — od] of which, 
is neuter, and refers to the entire description of the true Jewish nature in 


1 See Matthiae, p. 1533, Buttman, newt. Gr. 
p. 835 f. [E. T. 392]. 

2 Ewald, who likewise follows our con- 
struction in the first clause of the verse, 
takes in the second half of it capSias as pred- 
icate : and circumcision is that of the heart. 
But in that case, since meprtouny in itself 
would be the ¢7we circumcision, we should 
expect the article before it. 


8 See Lev. xxvi. 41; Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; 
der. iv. 14, ix. 26 ; Ez. xliv.?7; compare Phil. 
iii. 3; Col. ii. 11; Acts vii. 51; Philo, de Sac- 
rif. p. 58: wepurémverbe Tas oKANpoKapdias, T65e 
€oTl Tas TepiTTas Picets TOD HyEnoverod, as ai 
apetpo TOV Tab Eomerpav TE Kal ouvyAveNTaY 
Oppat Kal 6 Kakds Wuyxis yewpyds epvtevoer, 
appoovvy, meTa orovdis amoxelperOe, See also 
Schoettgen, Hor. p. 815. 
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ver. 29. The epexegetical relative definition bears to it an argumentative 
relation : id quod laudem swam habet etc. ob. ye would be still more em- 
phatic. To interpret it as masculine with reference to 'Iovdaioc (Augustine, 
Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, and many others ; including Reiche, Rickert, 
KGllner, de Wette, Olshausen, Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, and 
Hofmann ; compare van Hengel) is, especially seeing that Paul has not 
written dy, as in iii. 8 (Schoem. ad Js. p. 243), a very unnecessary violence, 
which Grotius, who is followed by Th. Schott, makes still worse by twist- 
ing the construction as if the éoriv of ver. 28 stood immediately before oi (it 
as not the evident Jew, etc., whose praise, etc). As is often the case in classic 
authors, the neuter of the relative belongs to the entire sentence.’—6 érazvoc] 
t.e. the due praise (not recompense). See on 1 Cor. iv. 5. Compare, on the 
matter itself, John v. 44, xii. 48. Oecumenius rightly says : rij¢ yap xpumric 
kat év Kapdia repitouac ovK éorar exawéryc avSpwroc, aAW 6 érdlov Kapdiac Kat 
vegpove Oedc. Compare the ddfa Oeod iii. 23. This praise is the holy satis- 
Jaction of God [His being zell-pleased], as He has so often declared it to the 
righteous in the Scriptures. —Observe how perfectly analogous ver. 28 f. in 
its tenor of thought is to the idea of the invisible church, Compare on ver. 
25. 


Notes py American Eprror. 


XY. Ver. 1—ch. iii. 20. 


It may be said, with Meyer, that Paul ‘‘adduces here the second half of the 
proof as to the universal necessity of justification by faith,’ or, rather, as to the 
fact that there is no justification by works, which fact carries with it this uni- 
versal necessity. This second half of the proof is that with which the Apostle 
chiefly concerns himself, not only because the unrighteousness of the Gentiles 
was more plainly manifest, but also because the Jewish party would readily ad- 
mit that this unrighteousness excluded the Gentiles from justification—while, on 
the other hand, this party would not easily acknowledge the same thing, and 
make the same admission, respecting themselves. It is for this reason that 
he approaches the declaration of the fact as related to the Jews more gradually, 
and with more careful preparation of the way, than he had done in the other 
case. He begins his argument in the most general form, and only at the 17th 
verse does he make the direct application to the Jews of what has previously 
been said. 

XVI. Ver. 1 ff£. dcd avarodAdynrtog el, k.T.A. 


The argument in the first verses may be considered in two aspects. (1) 
With reference to the main thoughts, ver. 2 contains the major premise: the 
judgment of God is against those who habitually commit such sins as are 
charged upon the Gentiles in the first chapter; ver. 1b.c. contains the minor 
premise : the person who condemns others (in the case supposed) habitually 
commits these sins; ver. la., we must conclude, therefore, that this person, 
whoever he may be, will be condemned at the Divine judgment. The ar- 
gument, as thus indicated, is complete and decisive ; and the conclusion must 
be of universal application, unless some way of escape from the general rule 


1 See especially Richter, de anac. gr. linguae, § 28; Matthiae, II. p. 987 f. 
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of the divine government can be discovered for the particular man in question. 
But is there any such way? If so, it must be either on the man’s side, because 
of some special privilege appertaining to himself as distinguished from others, 
or on God’s side, because of His goodness, which is so great that it will forbear 
to inflict the penalty. The question as to these two suppositions is raised in 
the following verses: the former in ver. 3, and the latter in ver. 4. To the 
former a negative answer is implied in the mode of presenting the question, 
To the latter is added a detailed proof of the negative, which extends from 
ver. 5 to ver. 16. The omission of a similar full statement as connected with 
ver. 3 is to be explained from the desire on the part of the author to defer it 
until after he should have applied his general reasoning to the Jews ; and, ac- 
cordingly, we find it set forth in vv. 25-29. (2) With reference to the grammat- 
ical connection and the sequence of the sentences. 06, whetheritisto be regarded 
as referring to i. 32 (with de Wette, Alford, and others), or to the main idea of 
i. 18-32 (with Meyer), brings the new affirmation respecting xd¢ 6 xpivev into 
close connection with the statements of the preceding chapter. Hence it is, 
that the order of thought is changed throughout ; the minor premise, as given 
above, being introduced as a proof of this affirmation, and the major premise 
placed in an independent sentence. According tothe grammatical connection, 
the thought proceeds as follows: On the foundation of what is said in the 
first chapter, the man who condemns another must be declared to be without 
excuse, for in condemning the other he condemns himself, since he does the 
same things ; and we know that the judgment of God is against all who do 
these things, 


XVII. Ver. 4. 7—Karagpoveic. 


This verse—as in some other cases in Paul’s writings, eg. Gal. ii. 17— 
seems to unite two sentences (one interrogative and the other declarative), in 
one; here, the question and its answer. The answer is found in the word 
Katagpoveic, and is further developed in ver. 5. The verb of the question is 
suggested by the context. Dost thou rely upon, or trust to, the riches of God’s 
goodness to set thee aside from the rules of His general administration? To 
do so, while continuing in the sins described, is a treating his goodness with 
contempt (not recognizing even its object and purpose, which is to lead to re- 
pentance, and not to further wrong-doing), and a laying ss for the final day a 
greater measure of divine wrath. 


XVIII. Ver. 6. d¢ drodécer éxdor@ kata Td Epya abrod, 


The question as to the consistency of this statement with the doctrine of 
salvation by faith hasbeen unnecessarily raised by some writers. The Apostle 
is here speaking only of the legal system, and discussing the matter of jus- 
tification by works. On the legal system men are rewarded according to 
their works. When they sin, therefore, there is no hope of justification. 
He does not return to the matter of faith until iii, 21. This verse and its con- 
text are sometimes used as an argument against the view which holds that the 
heathen may have a probation hereafter, on the ground that they do not have 
a fair opportunity of obtaining salvation in this life. The argument rests, 
however, upon a misapprehension as to what the view in question necessarily 
involves, By having a fair opportunity, in the sense in which this term is 
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employed, is not meant such an opportunity on the legal system. Both parties 
alike may admit Paul’s teaching to be, that all men—the heathen nations as 
well as others—have light enough to make their condemnation, on that system, 
just. But anew system, through the mercy of God, has been introduced—one 
of faith and forgiveness ; and it is claimed by advocates of the opinion alluded 
to, that the question arises, in view of this fact, whether if, in His abound- 
ing goodness, God has thus opened to sinners, who had put themselves 
beyond all hope from law, a new way of entrance into His kingdom, it is not, 
by reason of that very goodness, probable that He will give all men alike the 
knowledge of this wonderful way—that He will grant such knowledge and the 
opportunity to use it for the end in view—hereafter, in case, for wise reasons 
of His own, He does not grant it here, Will He not give the unenlightened and 
the enlightened among mankind an equal possibility under the light of the Sfaith- 
system? ‘To this question this section of the Epistle, having reference only to 
works, gives no answer. Arguments against this view, when thus under- 
stood, may be drawn from other N. T. passages, or from the general indications 
of N. T. teaching, but not from these verses. 


XIX. Ver. 12. avduoc—év vou. 


That dvouec and év véum refer to the Mosaic law must be regarded as al- 
together probable, (a) Because the immediately preceding context presents 
before ug the division of mankind into Jews and Gentiles. The close con- 
nection of this verse with vv. 9, 10, through the yép which opens it and that 
which opens ver. 11, shows that the same division is intended here. The 

‘ point of difference between the two, however, was the possession or nan-pos- 
session of the Mosaic law. (b) Because rd tod véuov (ver. 14) clearly refers to 
the requirements of the law of Moses. This being so, the contrast of the verse 
naturally suggests the same law as intended by ju) vouov éyovta. (¢) Because 
the thing which the Jews rested upon (ver. 17), and gloried in (ver. 23), was 
not law, but the law of Moses. (d) Because, in the contrast presented in 
vv. 25, 27, the keeping rév voyov (cf. rod vouov, ver. 26) is placed in opposition 
to transgression véuov. For the force of the contrast, véuov must be regarded 
as the same with roi véuov. (e) Because it is wholly unlikely that the writer 
meant a different thing by rapaBdoews Tov vduov in ver, 23 and mapaBarne [wapa- 
Bdéoswc] vouov, only two verses afterward. The former expression, however, 
evidently refers to the Mosaic law. (f) Because circumcision, as a distin- 
guishing mark of the Jews, was connected with the law of Moses. When 
therefore practising what véuoc requires is declared to be essential to the en- 
joyment of any advantage from this distinction, vouoc must mean this partic- 
ular law. (g) Because all the kindred words throughout the entire passage, 
mepitouy, ypduua, lovdaioc, point to this law as in the mind of the author. a0) 
Because the doctrine of justification by works which Paul was here proving 
to be untrue was, as held by the Jewish party, connected with the law of Moses. 
Throughout these verses (12-29), accordingly, wherever véuo¢ occurs (with the 
possible exception of the last instance in ver. 14), it must be understood as 
the same with 6 véuo¢ ;—this word being used as a kind of proper name (cf. 
Winer, p. 123). : 

‘The true position with regard to this word seems to be this : that, whether 
with or without the article, it means the Mosaic law, in all cases in Paul’s 
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Epistles, except a very insignificant number in which either the necessities of 
the sentence itself, or the unquestionable indications of the context, prove, 
beyond a doubt, that it does not have this meaning. 

Weiss ed. Mey., Bp. Lightfoot, and some other recent writers oppose the 
view above stated, and hold that véuoc without the article denotes any positive 
law, or positive law in the abstract. Their presentation of the matter appears 
unsatisfactory and their arguments inconclusive ; and it seems scarcely too 
much to say, with Meyer, that their view ‘‘opens the way for artificial and 
sometimes intolerable explanations.’’ The question can be properly settled by 
a careful examination of all the cases where the word occurs, Such an ex- 
amination, it is believed, will confirm, at every step, the position taken in 
this note. 


XX. Ver. 15. cvupaptupotonc—drodoyoupévav. 


{ 

Weiss ed. Mey.—though denying the position of Meyer, that the context 
shows the reference to be to the approving conscience—objects to the view 
against which Meyer is arguing, that such a wavering of judgment (as the 
application of wer. dAA, Aoy. k.7.4. to the process of conscience in the individu- 
al man implies), would tend rather to render doubtful, than to prove the ex- 
istence of an objective rule or standard in the heart. The Apostle, however, 
does not speak of such a wavering of judgment, as Weiss supposes, but to the 
approving or condemning judgment which the particular case may call for. 
Weiss also holds that xarnyotvtwv «.7.A. is not to be joined with Aoyicuav as 
forming a second gen. abs. clause, but as an attributive phrase—there 
being but one gen. abs. clause, in which ovuuaprupovon¢ is united both 
with ovverd. and with doy, Holsten takes the same view, but Godet, with 
reason, objects to this construction as forced. Godet, Alford, Shedd, Schaft 
(Pop. Comm.), Philippi, agree with de Wette and others in holding that aAAy- 
Adv refers to Aoyicuov. ‘There takes place, as it were, a dialogue between the 
thoughts, one accusing, the other acquitting’’ (Phil.). The argument for this 
view is, that the other parts of the description seem to be limited to the indi- 
vidual soul in itself, and not to refer to any relations to others. The emphatic 
position of wetagd aA, and the suggestion of contrast with airév are the strong 
points favoring Meyer’s explanation. 


XXII. Ver. 23. d¢ év véum kavydoat. 


The change in the form of expression in this clause, as compared with those 
which precede, does not, indeed, prove Meyer’s view of the verse, as a categor- 
ical answer, to be correct, but it suggests that it may be; and the sentence 
gains in emphasis and force, if explained in this way. 


XXII. Ver. 25. repitou? piv ydp dderet. 


ogeAs? carries back the thought to the emphatic od of ver. 3, and in sub- 
stance, though not in form, confirms the negative answer to the question of that 
verse. While admitting that there is a certain advantage connected with cir- 
cumcision [to be more fully explained at a later point], provided the cir- 
cumcised person fulfils the requirements of the law, the Apostle denies to 
the Jew, so long as the law is not fulfilled, any such favored position as he 
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was prone to claim with respect to the judgment and the application of the rules 
of the Divine administration. The ydp, which opens this verse, connects it with 
the statement implied in ver. 23—namely, that condemnation will rest upon 
those who thus dishonour God, no matter how much they may glory in the law, 
for circumcision will avail nothing while they commit such sins. 


\ 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver, 2. uav ydép] Lachm. following B D* E G, min. vss., Chrys. Aug. reads 
pév. The ydp was easily lost in consequence of its seeming unnecessary, and 
of the recollection of i. 8 ; but is supported by 1 Cor. xi. 18.—Ver. 9. mpoexouea] 
D* G 31, Syr. Erp. Chrys. ms. Theodoret have mpoxatéyouev (or xatéy.) TEpiooor, 
and, with several other authorities, omit 0d mavtwe. This xpoxar. repioc. is an 
erroneous gloss ; and the omission of od zdvrw¢ is explained by its being no 
longer suitable after the adoption of ri obv mpoxatéyouev mepicodv ; see Reiche, 
Comm. crit. — Ver. 11. In important codices the article is wanting before 
ovviev and éxtyrév. But see LXX. Ps. xiv. 2.—Ver. 22. nat éxi xavrac] is 
wanting in A BC P8*, Copt., Aeth, Arm. Erp. Clem. Or. Cyr. Aug. Deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch, 8. But when we consider that a gloss on ei¢ mavrac¢ Was 
quite unnecessary, and on the other hand that «ai éxi mdvtac was equally un- 
necessary to complete the sense, we may assume that the twice repeated madvtac 
may have even at avery early date occasioned the omission of xa? éxi zavrac. 
—Ver. 25. rH¢ xiot.] 77¢ is Wanting in C* D* F G &, min., and several Fathers 
(A and Chrys. omit the whole ddr. zior.). Suspected by Griesb., and deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch. Still the omission of the article might easily occur if 
the copyist, as was natural, glanced back at dvd aior., ver. 22.—Ver. 26. mpdc¢ 
évdec€.] Following A B C D* P 8, min., we should read with Lachm. and 
Tisch. rpd¢ rv évderE. The article was passed over in accordance with ver. 25. 
—Iyo0d is wanting in F G 52 It.; and is expanded in other authorities (Xpiorod 
"Inood, or Tod Kupiov ju. "Incod Xpiotod). Notwithstanding the preponderating 
testimony in its favour, it is properly deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. 7. Sup- 
plied from looking back to ver. 22.—Ver. 28. ydp] Elz. and Tisch. 7. read odv, 
against very preponderating testimony, by which also the arrangement ovx. 
mioT. dvOpwrov (Elz.: z. 0. &.) is confirmed. Since according to the different 
modes of apprehending the connection, the emendation might be od» as well 
as ydp, external attestation only can here be regarded as decisive.—Ver. 29. 
The reading yévwv (so Tisch. 7. instead of dvov) is insufficiently attested by B, 
min. and Fathers ; and arose easily out of the context.—ody? ai] Elz.: obyi d2 
ai, against decisive testimony. The d} was easily introduced into the text by 
the contrast, whether the two questions might be taken separately, or togeth- 
er as one —émeirep] A BC D¥* 8, min., Clem. Or. Cyr. Didym. Damase.: etrep. 
Recommended by Griesb.; adopted by Lachm, and Tisch. 8. But how easily 
may the éreirep only occurring here in the N. T., and therefore unfamiliar to 
the copyists, have been exchanged for the familiar eizep ! 


Vv. 1,72. As an inference (otv) from ii. 28, 29, the objection might now 
be made from the Jewish standpoint against the Apostle, that he quite 


‘On chap. iii. see Matthias, exeget. gramme), Hanan 1851; and the same author’s 
Abhandlung tiber vv. 1-20 (a school-pro- work: das dritte Kap. d Brian dad. Rim., 


/ CHAP. IIL, 1, 2. ii 
does away with the advantage of Judaism and the benefit of circumcision. 
This objection he therefore raises in his own person, in order to remove it 
himself immediately, ver. 2 ff. —7rd mepucody «.7..] [See Note XXIII. p. 146.] 
the superiority * of the Jew, ¢.e. what he has as an advantage over the Gen- 
tile, the Jewish surplus. The following 7 (or, to express it in other words) 
Tig 7 OPA. T. TEpir. presents substantially the same question in a more spe- 
cific form. — oat] Much, namely, is the repicodv of the Jew or the benefit 
of circumcision.* The neuter comprehends the answer to both ; and it 
must not therefore be said that it applies only to the first question, leaving 
the second without further notice. It is moreover clear from what pre- 
cedes and follows, that Paul meant the repicody not in a moral, but ina 
theocratic sense ; comp. ix. 4 f.—x«aré rdvta tpdrov] in every way (Xen. 

‘ Anab. vi. 6, 30), in whatever light the matter may be considered.* It is an 
undue anticipation to take the expression as hyperbolical (Reiche), since we 
do not know how the detailed illustration, which is only begun, would be 
further pursued. — xpéror] jirst of all, yirstly, it is a prerogative of the Jew, 
or advantage of circumcision, that, etc. The Apostle consequently begins 

_ to illustrate the roAt according to its individual elements, but, just after 
mentioning the first point, is led away by a thought connected with it, so 
that all further enumeration (possibly by elra, Xen. Mem. iii. 6, 9) is dropped 
[See Note XXIV. p. 146.] and not, as Grotius strangely thinks, postponed to 
ix.4. Compare oni. 8; 1Cor. xi.18. As the név was evidently meant to be 
followed by a corresponding dé, it was a mere artificial explaining away of 
the interruption of the discourse, to render zpérov praecipue (Beza, Calvin, 
Toletus, Estius, Calovius, Wolf, Koppe, Gléckler, and others ; compare 
also Hofmann : ‘before all things”), or to say with Th. Schott that it indi- 
cates the basis from which the rot follows. — éru émior. tr. Adya tT. Os0d] that 
they (the Jews) were entrusted with the utterances of God, namely, in the holy 
Scriptures given to them, devoutly to preserve these Aéy:a as a Divine treas- 
ure, and to maintain them for all ages of God’s people as their and their 
children’s (comp. Acts ii. 39) possession. On the Greek form of expression 
miatevouat te (1 Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7), see Winer, p. 244 [E. T. 260]. — 7a 
Adbyia T. Ocod] eloquia Dei. [See Note XXV. p. 146.] | That by this general ex- 
pression (ypropode airoic avwder xarnvexdévrac, Chrysostom), which always 


fact onward to ver. 8, as the sentiments of 


ein exeg. Versuch, Cassel 1857 ; James Mori- 
a Jew to besummarily dealt with, who in 


son, A critical exposition of the Third Chap- 


ter of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, Lond. 
1866. 

1 Matt. v. 47, xi. 9; Plat. Ap. S. p. 20 C. 
Lucian. Prom. 1; Plut. Demosth. 3. 

2 This answer is the Apostle’s, not the re- 
ply of a Jew asserting his repisoov, whom 
Paul then interrupts in ver. 4 with » yévouro 
(Baur in the ¢theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 69)—a 
breaking up of the text into dialogue, 
which is neither necessary nor in any way 
indicated, and which is not supported by 
any analogy of other passages. According 
to Mehring, Paul has written ver. 2, and in 


mpatrov had it in view to enumerate yet 
further advantages, but whose mouth was 
closed by ver. 9. The unforced exposition 
of the successive verses does not permit 
this view ; and ii. 25-29 is not at variance 
with ver. 2, but, on the contrary, leaves 
sufficiently open to the Apostle the recog- 
nition of Jewish privileges, which he begins 
to specify ; comp. ii. 25 and ix. 4f. 

3 See examples in Wetstein. The oppo- 
site: kar’ ovdéva tpdrov, 2 Macc. xi. 81; 
Polyb. iy. 84, 8, viii. 27, 2. 
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receives its more precise definition from the context (Acts vii. 38 ; Heb. v. 
2: 1 Pet. iv. 11),1 Paul means here kar’ éoxiv the Messianic prophetic ut- 
terances, is shown by ver. 3, where the acaria of the Jews leaves no room 
for mistake as to the contents of the Ady. Compare ai émayyedia, ix. 4. 
These Adyza r. Ocod are contained not merely in the prophets proper (Acts iii. 
24), but even in the Pentateuch (covenant with Abraham, the promise of 
Moses) ; yet the law is not meant, nor even jointly included (Matthias), 
against which ver. 3 testifies. Just as little is there meant : all making 
known of God in the history of salvation (Hofmann), which is too general, 
and is extended by Hofmann even to the New Testament revelations.” 

Ver. 3. Not an objection to the preceding [See Note XXVI. p. 147.], but a 
guarantee of the ixwotetd. ra Adyar. Ocod just mentioned, as something that 
has not been canceled and revoked through the partial unbelief of the peo- 
ple. ‘' For how? what is the case?* If some refused the faith, will their un- 
belief make void the faithfulness of God ?” will it produce the effect that God 
shall now regard the promises once committed to the Jews as void, and 
Himself as no longer bound to His word therein pledged? The jrictycav 
and the dmcria are by the context necessarily referred to the Adyia Tr. Oe0d ; 
the unbelief of a part of the Jews in the promises manifested itself, namely, 
by their rejecting the Messiah who had appeared according to the promise. 
So in substance also Matthias, who nevertheless apprehends the notion of 
ator. as unfaithfulness towards what was entrusted to them, which the riévec 
did not use for the purpose of letting themselves be led thereby to Christ. 
But amoreiv and amoria (even in 2 Tim. ii. 13) mean specifically throughout 
the N. T. (see in this Epistle iv. 20, xi. 20, 28 ; compare Morison, p. 23) un- 
belief not unfaithfulness, although Hofmann also ultimately comes to adopt 
this notion. This remark also applies against the supposition of Kéllner, de 
Wette, Mehring, and older writers, that Paul meant the wnfaithfulness (the 
disobedience) of the Jews in the times before Christ.* Such a view is opposed to 
the context ; and must not the idea, that the earlier breaches of covenant on 
the part of the Jews might possibly annul the Ady:a, have been wholly 
strange to Paul and his Jewish readers, since they knew from experience 
that, even when the Jews had heaped unfaithfulness upon unfaithfulness, 
God always committed to them anew, through His prophets, the promises 
of the Messiah? In the mind of the Apostle the idea of the rdpecic rav 


1 Compare the passages from the Septua- 
gint in Schleusner, 7hes. III. p. 464, from 
Philo in Loesner, p. 248; and see especially 


3 ri yap ; compare Phil. i. 18. Elz., Ben- 
gel, and Lachm. place the sign of interroga- 
tion after rwés. Van Hengel follows them, 


Bleek on Hed, II. 2, p. 114 f. 

2 Regarding the classic use of Adyra, proph- 
ecies, see Kriiger on Thue. ii. 8, 2, and gen- 
rally Locella, a@ Xen. Hph. p. 152f. The 
word is not a diminutive form (Philippi, 
who finds in it the usual brevity of oracular 
utterances), but the neuter form of Adytos. 
The diminutive conception, litle utterances, 
is expressed not by Adyov, but by AoyiScov 
Plat. Hryx. p. 401 EH. This applies also in 
opposition to Morison. 


also Th. Schott and Hofmann. It is impos- 
sible to decide the question. Still even in 
classic authors, the ri yép ; standing alone 
is frequent, ‘‘ubi quis cum alacritate qua- 
dam ad novam sententiam transgreditur,” 
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6, 2; Jacobs. ad Del. 
epigr. vi. 60; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 73 f. 

4 Especially would tives be quite unsuita- 
ble, because it would be absolutely untrue. 


“All were disobedient and unfaithful. See 


ver. 9 ff, 


CHAP. III., 4. 113 
mpoyeyovdtwor duaptnudrov was fixed (ver. 25; Acts xvii. 30). Therefore we 
cannot understand (with Philippi) unbelief in the promises shown in the 
period before Christ to be here referred to. But according to the doctrine 
of faith in the promised One who had come, as the condition of the Mes- 
sianic salvation, the doubt might very easily arise : May’ not the partial 
unbelief of the Jews since the appearance of Christ, to whom the Aédy.a re- 
ferred, possibly cancel the divine utterances of promise committed to the 
nation? Notwithstanding the simple and definite conception of émoreiv 
throughout the N. T., Hofmann here multiplies the ideas embraced so as to 
include as well disobedience to the law as unbelief towards the Gospel and 
unbelief towards the prophetic word of promise—a grouping together of 
very different significatious, which is the consequence of the erroneous and 
far too wide sense assigned to the Adyia +. Cc0d. — Hv riotw T. Occ] The gen- 
itive is necessarily determined to be the genitive of the subject, partly by 
4 anwotia avtov, partly by ver. 4, and partly by @cot dicavoo. in ver. 5. There- 
fore : the fides Dei in keeping the Adya, keeping His word, in virtue of which 
He does not abandon His promises to His people. Compare 2 Tim. ii. 13, 
and the frequent micrd¢ 6 Oedc, 1 Cor. i. 9, x. 18; 2 Cor. i. 18 al.—Observe 
further that Paul designates the unbelievers only by ruvéc, some, which is not 
contemptuous or ironical (Tholuck, Philippi ; compare Bengel), nor intended 
as a milder expression (Grotius), but is rather employed to place in a stronger 
light the negation of the effect under discussion ; and, considering the relative 
import of revéc, it is not at variance with the truth, for although there were 
many (rwé¢ Kat moAdAot ye, Plat. Phaed. p. 58 D), still they were not all. 
Compare xi. 17, and on 1 Cor. x. 7; Kriiger, § 51, 16, 14. 

Ver. 4. [See Note XXVII. p. 147.] Let tt not be (far be it)! but God ts 
to be truthful, i.e. His truthfulness is to be the actual result produced 
(namely, in the carrying out of His Messianic plan of salvation), and every 
man a liar. To this it shall come ; the development of the holy divine 
economy to this final state of the relation between God and men, is what 
Paul knows and wishes. — u? yévorro] The familiar formula of negation by 
which the thing asked is repelled with abhorrence, corresponding to the 
non (Gen. xliv. 17; Josh. xxii. 29; 1 Sam. xx. 2), is used by Paul par- 
ticularly often in our Epistle, elsewhere in Gal. ii. 17, ili. 21, 1 Cor. vi. 15, 
always in a dialectic discussion. In the other writings of the N. T. it oc- 
curs only at Luke xx. 16, but is current in later Greek authors.” — ywéodo] 
not equivalent to d¢avepotoda, arodevioto (Theophylact), but the historical 
result which shall come to pass, the actual Theodicée that shall take place. 
This indeed in reality amounts to a gavepotoba, but it is expressed by yu- 


11t is the fides, qua Deus promissis stat, 
not in reality different from the idea of the 
adndjs in ver. 4. The word riots, however, 
is selected as the correlative of amuatia, De- 
spite the Jewish amoria it continues the 
case, not that God has been mioros (in that, 
namely, He has spoken among the people, 
Hofmann thinks), but that He is mio7os, in 
that, namely, He does notallow Himself to 


be moved by that amoria rwev to become 
likewise amuoros, which He would be if He 
left His own Adyca committed to the Jews 
unfulfilled. He will not allow this case of 
the annulling of His mio7s to occur. Com- 
pare 2 Tim. ii. 13. 

2 Raphel, Arrian. in loc.; Sturz, de dial. 
Al. p. 204. 
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éo9w, according to its cbiecuies reality, which demonstrates itself. In that 
which God (and man) does, He becomes actually what according to His 
nature He is. —rac 68 av0p. pebor.] By no means unessential (Rickert), or 
merely a concomitant circumstance (Th. Schott), is designed, and that all 
the more forcibly without a preceding pév, to appropriate the aAgbea 
evelusively to God, in contrast to yrior. rwec, ver. 3, outbidding this rivéc by 
xac. Every man isa liar, if he does not perform the service to which he 
has become bound, as is brought to light in the case of the rwé¢ by their 
amoria, since as members of the people of God they had bound themselves 
to faith in the divine promises. That Paul had Ps. exvi. 11 in view 
(Calvin, Wolf, and many others) is the more doubtful, seeing that he im- 
mediately quotes another passage. —érw¢ Gy dix. x.7.2.] Ps. li. 6 exactly 
after the LXX. Independently of the more immediate connection and 
sense of the original text, Paul seizes on the type of the relation discussed 
by him, which is involved in the words of the Psalm, in the form in which 
they are reproduced by the LXX.’ and that in the sense : that thou mayest 
be justified, i.e. acknowledged as faultless and upright, in thy words, and_pre- 
vail (in substance the same as the previous dicawdqc) when thou disputest, 
namely, with men against whom thou defendest and followest out thy right. 
From this second clause results that rac dé dvbp. webornc. The exact appro- 
priateness of this view in the connection is decisive against the explanation 
commonly adopted formerly after the Vulgate and Tate and again pre- 
' ferred by Mehring, which takes xpiveoda: as passive (when thou art subjected 
to judgment).* —év totic Adyouc cov] t.e. in that which thou hast spoken. And 
that is the category to which those 2éy.a belong, as to which the Apostle has 
just repelled the idea that God will not keep them on account of the azuoria 
of the rwéc and will thereby prove untrue. The sense ‘‘ in sententia ferenda,” 
when thou passest a sentence (Philippi), cannot be taken out of év r.Ady. cov, 
since God is not represented as judge, but as litigant, over whom the justi- 
fying judicial decision is pronounced. The view of Hofmann is also er- 
roneous : that it denotes the accusations, which God may bring against men. 
For the text represents God indeed as the party gaining the verdict and 
prevailing, but not as the accuser preferring charges; and the Aéyou, in re- 
spect of which He is declared justified, point back so directly to the Aéya 
in ver, 2, that this very correlation has occasioned the selection of the-par- 
ticular passage from Ps. li.—vw«dav, like vincere, used of prevailing in a 
process ; compare Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 17 ; Dem. 1436, 18 al. The opposite : 
qtTaoSa. —On brwc (here in order that in the event of decision) see Hartung, 
Partikell. Il. p. 286, 289 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 685. 


1 The inaccuracies in the translation of 
the LXX. must be candidly acknowledged ; 
still they do not yield any essential differ- 
ence of sense from the idea of the original 
text. These inaccuracies consist in NIN 
(insons sis) being rendered in the LXX. by 
viuxnons, and ywoows (cum judicas) being 
translated év ro xpiverdai ce, 


2 On the use of the middle, to dispute with, 
compare LXX. Job ix. 8, xiii. 19, and other 
passages in Schleusner, Thes. ZT. p. 885 f. 
This use has been properly maintained by 
Beza, Bengel, and others; also Matthias, 
Tholuck, Philippi, van Hengel, Ewald, Hof- 
mann, and Morison. Compare 1 Cor. sal, 308 
Matt. v. 40. 
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Vv. 5, 6. In vv. 3 and 4 it was declared that the unbelief of a part of 
the Jews would not make void the truthfulness of God, but that, on the 
contrary, the latter should be triumphantly justified. But how easily might 
this be misconstrued by a Jew of the common type as a pretext for his im- 
morality : “‘the unrighteousness of man in fact brings out more clearly the 
righteousness of God, and therefore may not be righteously punished by 
God !” To preclude this misconception and false inference, which so ab- 
ruptly run counter to his doctrine of universal human guilt, and to leave no 
pretext remaining (observe beforehand the 7é obv ; xpoexdueda in ver. 9), 
Paul, having in view such thoughts of an antagonist, proposes to himself and 
his readers the question : ‘‘ But if our unrighteousness show forth the right- 
cousness of God, what shall we say (infer)? Is God then unrighteous, who 
inflicteth wrath?” And he disposes of it in the first instance by the categor- 
ical answer (ver. 6) : No, otherwise God could not be judge of the world. The 
assumption, that this question is occasioned really and seriously by what goes 
before, and called forth from the Apostle himself (Hofmann), is rendered 
untenable by the very addition xara dvdpwrov Aéyw. —F aduxia juov] Quite 
general : our wnrighteousness, abnormal moral condition. To this general 
category belongs also the amoria, ver. 3. Paul has regarded the possible 
Jewish misconception, the notion of which occasions his question, as a gen- 
eral, but for that reason all the more dangerous inference from vv. 3 and 4, 
in which the words dadckia and dixatoctvy are suggested by the passage from 
the Psalms in ver. 4. —7juév] is said certainly in the character of the dd:co 
in general, and stands in relation to the rac dé dvb parog Webornc in ver. 4. 
But as the whole context is directed against the Jews, and the application 
to these is intended in the general expressions, and indeed expressly made 
in ver. 19, Paul speaks here also in such a way that the Jewish conscious- 
ness, from which, as himself a Jew, he speaks, lies at the bottom of the 
general form of his representation. — The protasis ¢. .. . ovvicrno: is a con- 
cessum, which is in itself correct (ver. 4) ; but the inference, which the Jew- 
ish self-justification might draw from it, is rejected with horror. Observe 
in this protasis the emphatic juxtaposition judv Oecd ; and in the apodosis 
the accent which lies on ddccoc and rv opyhv. —Ocod dixatoc. ovviornor| proves 
God’s righteousness (comp. v. 8; 2 Cor. vi. 4, vii. 11 ; Gal. ii. 18 ; Susann. 
61; frequently in Polyb., Philo, etc.) ; makes it apparent beyond doubt, that 
God is without fault, and such as He must be. The contrast to 7) adcxia judy 
requires dccaoc. to be taken thus generally, and forbids its being explained 
of a particular attribute (truth: Beza, Piscator, Estius, Koppe, and others ; 
goodness: Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Rosenmiiller), as well as its be- 
ing taken in the sense of i. 17 (van Hengel). — The r/ épotpev (3 Esr. viii. 
82) is used by Paul only in the Hpistle to the Romans (iv. 1, vi. 1, vii. 7, Vili. 
31, ix. 14, 30).1— 7 adcxoc 6 Oed¢ 6 eri. t. 6pyfv] [See Note XXVIII. p. 147. ]. 

This question? is so put that (as in ver. 8) a negative answer is expected, 
since Paul has floating before his mind an impious objection conceived of 


1 Compare, however, generally on such Aesch. Pers. 1013, Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 


questions arousing interest and enlivening 346 f. ; 
the representation, Blomfield, Gloss. in 2 After pj, épovmev is not again to be un- 
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kara dvOpurov.! Hence : God is not unrighteous then, who dealeth wrath ? 
This in opposition to Rickert and Philippi, who make the questioner ex- 
pect an affirmative answer, which can never be the case. In those passages 
in Greek authors, where an affirmative reply notwithstanding follows, it in- 
variably does so contrary to the expectation of the questioner ; see Kiihner, 
II. 2, p. 1024. dduxoc, prefixed with emphasis, is, on account of its relation 
to 6 émid. T. opy ty; to be understood in the strict judicial signification wn- 
righteous, which is confirmed by vv. 6 and 7.7 The article with the parti- 
ciple indicates the relation as well-known ; and rv dpyiv (Sin.* adds airoi) 
denotes the wrath definitely conceived of as judicial, inflicted at the judg- 
ment.?—xatd dvdparoy Aéyo] To preclude his being misunderstood, as if 
he were asking ¢ dd # ddcxia quov... . wy dducog «.7.2. from his own enlight- 
ened Christian view, Paul remarks parenthetically that he says this accord- 
ing toa human standard * after the fashion of ordinary humanity, quite 
apart from his own higher standpoint of divine enlightenment, to which the 
idea expressed in that question would be foreign, and speaking only in ac- 
cordance with mere human reason. Compare 1 Cor. ix. 8; Gal. iii. 15 ; 
Soph. Aj. 761: kar dvdpwror gpovet. ‘I say this just as an ordinary man, 
not under the influence of the divine Spirit, may well say it.” Respecting 
the expression xara dv¥p., which is capable according to the context of great 
variety of meaning, compare Fritzsche in loc. It is wrongly inferred from 
Kara Gvip. Aéyo that the question j:) ddixoc «.7.2. was meant to receive an 
affirmative answer, because as a negative query it would not be xara avdp. 
(see Philippi). But this view overlooks the fact that the whole thought; 
which is implied in the question calculated though it is for a negative reply, 
—the thought of the unrighteousness of God in punishine—can in fact 
only be put into expression xara dvSpwrov ; in the higher Christian insight 
a conception so blasphemous and deserving of abhorrence can find neither 
place nor utterance. The apology however, involved in kara dvSp. Aéya, is 
applicable only to what goes before, not to what follows, to which Mehring, Th. 
Schott and Hofmann refer it. This is the more obvious, since what imme- 
diately follows is merely a repudiating ) yévocro, and the éreé «.7.4., which 
assigns the ground for this repudiation, is by no means an idea outside the - 
range of revelation, the application of which to a rational inference, and one 
too so plainly right, cannot transfer it to the lower sphere of the xara avGp. 
Aéyerv. — Ver. 6. éxei] gives the ground of the pi yévorro ; for (if the God 
who inflicts wrath is unrighteous) how will it be possible that He shall judge the 
world? The future is to be left in its purely future sense, since it refers to 
a future act taking place at any rate, as to which the only difficulty would 
be to see how it was to be accomplished, if, etc. On éret, for otherwise, see Butt- 


derstood, and then aéuxos «.7.A. to be taken 


Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 159; Baeumlein, 
as a question ensuing thereon (Mangold, p. 


p. 802 f. 


106). A breaking up of the construction 
without due ground. Compare, rather, ix. 
14, a passage which in form also is perfectly 
parallel to this one, 

+See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 789, 810; 


2 For examples of émipéepew used to ex- 
press the practical infliction of wrath or 
punishment, see Raphel, Polyd.; Kypke, IL. 
p. 160. 

$ Compare Ritschl, de ira Dei, p. 15. 

4 Bernhardy, p. 241. 
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mann, newt. Gr. p. 308 [E. T. 859]. — xpvve7 has the emphasis. — rdv Kéopov is 
to be taken, with most expositors, generally as meaning all mankind (com- 
pare ver. 19). To be judge of the world and yet, as émidépuv rt. dpy., to be 
aducoc, is a contradiction of terms ; the certainty that God is the former 
would become an impossibility if He were the latter, Compare Gen. xviii. 
25. Koppe, Reiche, Schrader, Olshausen, and Jatho, following older author- ° 
ities, take it only of the Gentile world (xi. 12 ; 1 Cor. vi. 2, xi. 32): ‘In that 
case God could not punish even the Gentile world for its idolatry, since it is 
only in contrast therewith that the true worship of God appears in its full 
value” (Reiche). But, in this explanation, the very essential idea : ‘¢ since 

. . appears” has first of all to be imported, an expedient which, in pres- 
ence of the simplicity and clearness of our view, cannot but seem arbitrary. 
Even the following proof, ver. 7 f., does not present a reference directly to 
the judgment of the Gentiles. The argument itself rests on the premiss that 
God can carry out the judgment of the world only as One who is righteous in 
His decreeing of wrath. The opposite would be impossible, not only sub- 
jectively, in God Himself (Th. Schott), but also objectively, as standing in 
contradiction to the notion of a world-judgment. Sce ver. 7 f. This 
proposition however is so perfectly certain to the consciousness of faith, out of 
which Paul asserts it, that there is no.ground either for complaining of the 
weakness of the proof (Riickert), or for reading the thoughts that form the 
proof between the lines (Fritzsche and Mehring, with varying arbitrariness) ; 
the more especially as afterwards, in ver. 7, a still further conjirmation of the 
émel . . . . Kéopuov follows. 

Ver. 7 f. The érel rac 6 xpwet Oed¢ Tr. dou. receives its Wlustratine confirma- 
tion ; for as to the case of God, who would thus be unrighteous and never- 
theless is to judge the world, every ground for judging man as a sinner 
must be superseded by the circumstance already discussed, viz. that His 
truth has been glorified by man’s falsehood (ver. 4 f.) ; and (ver. 8) as to 
the case of man himself, there would result the principle directly worthy of 
condemnation, that he should do evil in order that good might come. 
Comp. Th. Schott, and in substance also Hofmann and Morison. The ar- 
gument accordingly rests on the basis, that in the case put (éei from ver. 6) 
the relation of God to the judgment of the world would yield two absurd 
consequences. (See this, as early as Chrysostom.) Another view is that 
of Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Wolf, and many others, including Riickert, K6ll- 
ner, Tholuck, Philippi, and Umbreit, that the objection of ver. 5 is here am- 
plified. But it is quite as arbitrary and in fact impossible (hence Philippi 
resorts to the violent expedient of putting in a parenthesis not only «ara 
avdp. Aéyo, but also pi yévorro . . . . Kéopov), with the reference of yap, to 
overleap entirely ver. 6, as it is strange to make the discourse so completely 
abrupt and to represent the Apostle as making no reply at all to the first 
part of the alleged amplification of the objection (to ver. 7), and as replying 
to the second part (ver. 8) only by an anathema sit! (dv t. Kp. év0. é.). 
Against the view of Reiche, who, following Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and 
Flatt, thinks that the Gentile is introduced as speaking in ver. 7 (compare 
Olshausen), we may decisively urge the close connection therewith of ver. 
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8, where Paul includes himself also, but does not ‘take speech in hand again” 
(Reiche). See besides on rév kéopov, ver. 6. — aa Sea and pebopari are terms 
chosen in reference to ver. 4, because the question proposed in ver. 5 was 
in fact suggested by that verse ; but they represent, as ver. 5 proves, the 
ideas of dixaochvy and dduxia ; hence: the moral truth, i.e. the holy right- 
gousness of God (see on John iii. 21; Eph. v. 9; Phil. iv. 8), and the moral 
falsehood, i.e. the immorality (Rev. xxii. 15), wickedness of man.’— ézepio- 
aevoev cic T. 06&. avtov| has abounded richly to His glory, that is, has shown 
itself in superabundant measure, which redounds to His glory. The stress 
of this protasis lies on év 76 éu@ pebopate. — The aorist denotes the result of 
the having abounded, which subsists at the day of judgment (realized as 
present by r/ . . . . xpivoyar) as up to that point accomplished fact. — ér/] 
namely, after that assumed result has occurred. —x«ayo] emphasizing the 
contradictory relation to the contents of the protasis, according to which 
this éyé seems actually to have deserved something of God : even I (Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 150) who have notwithstanding glorified God through my 
wevoua. So in substance (‘‘ just 1” according to Hermann, ad Viger. p. 837) 
also Tholuck and Morison ; compare Philippi : ‘‘ even J still.” There lies in 
the expression something of boldness and defiance ; but it is not equivalent 
to kal abrdc, or avtéc éy6, to the meaning of which Th. Schott and Hofmann 
ultimately bring it (‘‘even personally still”). Wemay add that this first 
person, individualizing just like the preceding one (év r. éu@ w.), of course 
represents the sinner in general (with an intended application to the Jews, 
see on ver. 5 f.), and not the Apostle himself, as Schrader and Fritzsche 
think. Against this latter theory it is decisive that «pivoua: after ver. 6 
must indicate, not the judgment of enemies, but necessarily the divine act 
of judging. —é¢ dyapt.] as a sinner, not ‘‘as a Gentile” (Reiche, Mehring, 
and others.) — Ver. 8. kai u#] Before uf we must again supply ri: and why 
should we not, etc. Respecting ri wf, quidni, see Hartung, Partikell. I. 
p. 162. Accordingly, as «ai continues the question, only a comma is to be 
placed after xpivowa:.— As regards the construction, Paul has dropped the 
plan of the sentence begun with kat uf (and why should we not do evil, etc.), 
being led away from it by the inserted remark, and has joined ori rovjowpev 
in direct address (let us do) to the Aéyew, so that bre is recitative. But on 
account of this very blending there is no necessity either to make a paren- 
thesis or to supply anything.? Many erroneous attempts have been made 
by commentators (see the various explanations in Morison) to bring out an 
unbroken construction, as e.g. the supplying of épovuev or some such word 
after y4 (Hrasmus, Calvin, Wolf, Koppe, Benecke, and others, also van 


Hengel). Even the expedient of Matthias is untenable.* The same may 


1 Those who take ver. 7 f. as spoken in 
the person of the Gentile (see especially 
Reiche) explain the ad7jdera Qcod of the true 
religion (how entirely opposed to ver. 4), 
Wevouare of idolatry, and auaprwAds as Gen- 
tile. 

2¥For similar attractions (compare es- 
pecially Xen. Anab. vi. 4,18)in which the 


discourse is interrupted by an intervening 
clause, and then continued in aregimen de- 
pendent on the latter and no longer suit- 
able to the beginning, see Hermann ad 
Viger. p.'745, 894 ; Bernhardy, p. 464; Dissen, 
ad Dem. de cor. p. 346, 418; Kriiger, gramm. 
Unters. p. 457 ff. 

3 He brings forward the modal definition : 
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be said of that of Hofmann, who supplies an éoriv after «at #, and renders: 
“ Why does it not happen to me according to that, as (kad) we are slandered,” 
etc. But if it is quite gratuitous to supply éoré, it is still more so to make 
this éoré equivalent to yiverai por. Besides the negation, which, according 
to our construction, harmonizes with the deliberative sense, would neces- 
sarily be not «7 but od, since it would negative the reality of the elva under- 
stood (1 Cor. vi. 7; Luke xix. 23, xx. 5 al.). The correct view is held also 
by Winer and Buttmann (p. 285, 211), Philippi and Morison. — xaddc 
BAraconu.| as we (Christians) are calumniated, namely, as if we did evil in 
order that, ete. Then the following kat caSdc . . . . Aéyeww contains the 
accusation, current possibly in Rome also, that the Christians were in the 
habit of repeating this maxim even as a doctrinal proposition. As to the 
distinction between @yé (to assert) and Aéyo, compare on 1 Cor. x. 15. 
What may have occasioned such slanders against the Christians? Certainly 
their non-observance of the Mosaic law, to which they ventured to deem 
themselves not bound, in order to gain eternal life by the grace of God 
through faith in the redemptive work of Christ, which was an offence to 
the Jews. The plural is not to be referred to Paul alone, which would 
be arbitrary on account of the preceding singular; the Christians are 
conceived as Pauline (comp. Acts xxi. 21) ; and on the part of Jews and 
Judaizers (rivéc, certain people, as in 1 Cor. xv. 12) are slanderously and 
falsely (for see v. 20, vi. 1, 15 ff.) accused of doing evil that good might come 
(might ensue as result). Under this general category, namely, the calumni- 
ators reduced the bearing of the Christians, so far as the latter, without 
regulating their conduct by the Mosaic law, were nevertheless assured, and 
professed, that they should through faith in Christ obtain the divine bless- 
ings of salvation. That general accusation was an injurious abstract infer- 
ence thence deduced. — dy] 7.e. of those, who follow this principle de- 
structive of the whole moral order of God. They form the nearest logical 
subject. With just indignation the Apostle himself, having a deep sense 
of morality, makes us feel in conclusion by dv 76 kpiua x.7.2. how deserving 
of punishment is the consequence, which, if God be regarded as an unright- 
eous judge of the world, must ensue for moral conduct from the premiss that 
God is glorified by the sin of men. The reference of dv to the slanderers 
(Theodoret, Grotius, Tholuck, Mehring, Hofmann) is unsuitable, because it 
separates the weighty closing sentence from the argumentation itself, and 
makes it merely an accessory thought. —rd xpiua] The definite judicial 


ds Guaptwids as the main element; thenthe text. With this artificial interpretation, 
modality of the xpivozac opposed to thisis we must remember that Paul would have 
Kal 4) Kaddos BAaohynm. x.7.A.: ‘ Why then am written xai ov instead of «at «7, since it is an 
even I still judged like a sinner,and not objective relation that is here in question 
rather according to that, which we are (compare Col. ji. 8 al.); that instead of 
slanderously reported of, and which some — kadws we should have expected the repeti- 
affirm that we say: namely, according to tionof the os; and that the notion of «pivery, 
this, Let us do evil, that good may come gu as it prevails in the connection (compare 
Instead of saying: cal wi) as rovjoas Taayadd, also the following 70 xpi), does not suit 
Paul, in the indignation of excited feeling, the assumed thought, ®s moujoas Ta ayada, 
gives to the thought which he had begun Comp, also Morison, p, 79. 

the different turn which it presents in the 
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sentence, decree of punishment at the last judgment. — évdixov] accordant 
with justice, rightful. Compare Heb. ii. 2. Frequently used in classic 
writers. 

Ver. 9. When Paul, in vv. 6-8, has defended the righteousness of God as 
decreeing wrath (ver. 5) in the face of the proposition, correct in itself, 
that human sin turns out to God’s glory, he has thereby also deprived the 
sinner of all the defence, which he might derive from the misapplication of 
that proposition. This position of the case, as it results from vv. 6-8 (ovr), 
he now expresses, and that in the lively form of an interrogation, here accom- 
panied by a certain triumph : What then? Are we in the position to apply 
defence for ourselves? We cannot therefore with most expositors (including 
Tholuck, Philippi, Bisping) assume that Paul here reverts to ver. 1.— That 
the punctuation should not be 7é obv rpoeydueba ; as itis given by Oecu- 
menius, 1, Koppe, Th. Schott) is plain from the answer, which is not oidév 
navtwc, but ob révtwc. And that in adopting the general inclusive form 
Paul speaks from the standpoint of the Jewish consciousness, and not in 
the person of the Christians.(Hofmann), is apparent from the context both 
before (see vv. 3, 5, 7) and after (Iovdaiovc re kat "EAA., and see ver. 19). — 
tt obv] sc. éoré (Acts xxi. 22; 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26), what takes place then? how 
is then the state of the case? Compare vi. 15, xi. 7; frequent in classical 
writers ; comp. on vy. 3, 5. — poeydueSa] Do we put forward (anything) in 
our defence? Is it the case with us, that something serves us as a defence, 
that can secure us against the punitive righteousness of God? poéyeuw, 
which in the active form means to hold before, tohave in advance, to bring 
forward, and intransitively to be prominent, also to excel (see Wetstein, also 
Reiche; Comment. crit. I. p. 24), has in the middle simply the signification 
to hold before oneself, to have before oneself, either in the proper sense, e.g. of 
holding forth spears for defence (Hom. J7. xvii. 355), or of having oxen in 
front (Od. iii. 8), or of holding in front the ram’s head (Herod. ii. 42), ete., 
or in the ethical sense : to put forward, rpdcxnua roveioSa, to apply something 
Jor one’s own defence, as in Soph. Ant. 80: od pév téd Gv rpobyo’, Thue. i. 
140, 5 and Kriiger im loc., and also Valckenaer, ad. fr. Callim. p. 227.7 
This sense of the word is therefore rightly urged by Hemsterhuis, Venema, 
Koppe, Benecke, Fritzsche (‘‘ wtimurne praetertu 2”), Krehl, Ewald, Mor- 
ison ; compare also Th. Schott. This explanation is the only one war- 
ranted by linguistic usage,? as well as suited to the connection (see above). 


1 More frequent in Greek writers is the 
form mpotcxeodat, in this sense, as ¢.g. Thuc. 
i, 26, 2. Compare also mpopacw mpoicxerdat, 
Herod. vi. 117, viii. 3; Herodian, iy. 14, 3; 
Dem. in Schol. Hermog. p. 106, 16: mpoic- 
XeoVat vouorv, 

2 Also adopted by Valck. Schol. in Luc. p. 
258. Stillhe would read mpoexéme0a and take 
ri odv mpoex. together. But the absolute 
position of mpoex., which has been made an 
objection to our explanation (Riickert, 
Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi, Hofmann), 
does not affectit, since all verbs, if the ob- 


ject be self-evidently implied in the idea it- 
self, may be used so that we can mentally 
supply azé (Winer, p. 552 [E. T. 593 f.]). -And 
the suajunctive, which yan Hengel also re- 
gards as necessary with our view, is not re- 
quired ; the indicative makes the question 
more definite and precise (Winer, p. 267 
[E, T. 284]). Ewald likewise reads ri odv 
Tpoexoueda (subjunctive); but expunges 
yap afterwards, and takes ov interroga- 
tively, “ What shall we now put forward in 
defence ? did we not already, at the outsct, 
prove altogether that Jews,” etc. But the 
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The most usual rendering (adopted by ihoivek: K6llner, de Wette, Riickert, 

Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Baur, Umbreit, Jatho and Mangold) is that 
of the Peshito and Vulgate (praecellimus eos?), and of Theophylact : 
Exouév te TAéov . . . . Kal evdoxiporpev ol Lovdaiol, d¢ Tév véuov Kal Tiv TEPLTOMHY 
Compare Theodoret: ri oby caréyopev repicady ; Philippi: ‘‘ Have 
we any advantage for ourselves?” and now also Hofmann (who held 
the right view formerly in his Schriftbew. I. p. 501) : ‘‘Do we raise our- 
selves above those, upon whom God decrees His judgment of wrath ?” 
But the mere wsus loquendi, affording not a single instance of the middle 
employed with the signification antecellere, raising oneself above, surpassing, 
or the like, decisively condemns this usual explanation in its different mod- 
ifications.* And would not the answer oi xédvrwc, in whatever sense we take 
it, so long as agreeably to the context we continue to understand as the 
subject the Jewish, not the Christian we (as Hofmann takes it), be at variance 
with the answer 702 xara révra rpérov given in ver. 2? The shifts of ex- 
positors to escape this inconsistency (the usual one being that Paul here 
means subjective advantages in respect of justification, while in ver. 2 he 
treats of objective theocratic advantages) are forced expedients, which, not 
at all indicated by any clause of more precise definition on the part of Paul 
himself, only cast suspicion on the explanation. Wetstein, Michaelis, 
Cramer, Storr, and recently Matthias, take zpoey. as the passive : are swr- 
passed: [See Note XXIX. p. 148.] ‘‘Stand we (at all) at a disadvantage ? 
Are we still surpassed by the Gentiles ?”? But how could this question be 
logically inferred from the foregoing without the addition of other thoughts ? 
And in what follows it is not the sinful equality of the Gentiles with the 
Jews, but that of the Jews with the Gentiles which is made conspicuous. 
See also ver. 19. Mehring, in thorough opposition to the context, “since 
not a single hint of a transition to the Gentiles is given, makes the question 
(comp. Oecumenius, 2), and that in the sense ‘‘ Are we at a disadvantage ?” 
be put into the mouth even of a Gentile. — od ravtwc] Vulgate : nequaquam ; 
Theophylact : oidazéc. This common rendering (compare the French point 
de tout) is, in accordance with the right explanation of rpoeyéueda, the only 
proper one. The expression, instead of which certainly zdvrw¢ ob might 
have been used (1 Cor. xvi. 12), is quite analogous to the ob ravv, where it 
means in no wise,* so that the negative is not transposed, and yet it does 


deFdmevoe. 


derstands nevertheless the first person of 
Paul himself, and that in the sense: ‘‘ num 
Judaeis.peccandi praetectum porrigo ?” But 


omission of yép is only supported by D*. 
Van Hengel despairs of a proper explana- 
tion, and regards the text as corrupt. 


1 Reiche (and similarly Olshausen) retains 
the same exposition in his exegetical Com- 
mentary; but takes mpoex. as passive, are 
preferred, referring in support of his view 
to Plut. de Stoic. contrad. 18 (Mor. p. 1038 C), 
where, however, in toils ayadots maou Tavra 
mpooyker kar’ ovdey mpoexopevols VO TOU Ards, 
the meaning ofthis mpoexomevors is becoming 
surpassed. In his Commentar. crit. I. p. 
26 ff., he has passed over to the linguis- 
tically correct rendering praetexere, but un- 


the middle means invariably to hold some- 
thing (for protection) before oneself; as 
mpopaaiGouat also, by which Hesychius prop- 
erly explains the word, always refers to 
the subject, which excuses étse/f by a pre- 
text. 

2 Compare Xen. Andad. iii. 2,19; Plut. Mor. 
p. 1038 C. 

3 Asin Xen. Vem. iii. 1. 11; Anad.i. 8.143 
Herodian, vi. 5,11; Dem. OJ. iii. 21; Plat. 
Lach. p. 189 C; Lucian, Tim. 24 (see Har- 


* 
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not cancel the idea of the adverb, but on the contrary is strengthened by 

the adverb. By this means the emphatic affirmation, which would have 

been given by the rdvrwe alone, is changed into the Bape Compare 

Winer, p. 515 f. [E. T. 554 f.]. The comparison with Say) (Buttmann, 

neut. Gr. p. 334) [E. T. 389] is utterly foreign, since the expression is a pure 

Greek one.?. The explanation, on which van Hengel also insists : not alto- 

gether, not in every respect (Grotius, Wetstein, Morus, Flatt, Kéllner, Mat- 

thias, Umbreit, Mehring, and Mangold), as in 1 Cor. v. 10, fails to tally with 

the true explanation of xpozyéueGa and the unrestricted character of the fol- . 
lowing proof. — xpoytiacdueda] namely, not just from ver. 5 onward (Hof- 

mann), but, in accordance with the following ‘Iovdatoue te «. “EAAqvac, in ii. 1 

ff. as to the Jews, and ini. 18 ff. as to the Gentiles.* It is therefore as ini. 5 and 

frequently elsewhere, the plural of the author, not : we Christians (Hofmann). 

As to the construction, révrac may either be joined as an adjective to ’Iovd. 

tT. k. "HAA., or as a substantive to the infinitive, in either case expressing 

the idea of ail collectively, nemine excepto. The latter mode of connection is 

preferable, because it gives a more marked prominence to the idea of total- 

ity, which harmonizes with the following vv. 10-12. Hence: we have before « 
brought the charge against Jews and Gentiles, that all, etc. Comp. Hofmann 
and Morison. There is elsewhere no instance of the compound zpoair. ; 
the Greeks use mpoxatryyopeiv. —ie’ duapt. elvac| They are—while still unre- 
generate, a more precise definition that is self-evident—all under sin, an ex- 
pression denoting not merely a state of sin in general, but moral dependence 
on the power of sin. Compare vii. 25 ; Gal. iii. 22. But if this be the case 
with Jews and Gentiles (not merely on the Gentile side), then the Jew, after 
the way of escape indicated in ver. 5 has been cut off by vy. 6-8, has no 
defence left to him as respects his liability to punishment any more than 
the Gentile.* Accordingly the idea of liability to punishment is not yet ex- 
pressed in 3g’ duapt. elva, but is meant only to be inferred from it. 

Vv. 10-18. Conformity with Scripture of the charge referred to, ’Iovdalove 
te Kat “EAAyy. wart. ig’ du. elvac, so far (ver. 19) as this charge cuts off from 
the Jews every mpoéyeoda of ver. 9. — The recitative 67: introduces citations 
from Scripture very various in character, which after the national habit 
(Surenhusius, cara. thes. 7) are arranged in immediate succession. They 
are taken from the LXX., though for the most part with variations, partly 


tung, Partikell, TI. p. 87). Those passages  p. 146, ed. 3; Duncan, Ler. Hom. ed. Rost, 


where ov ravu negatives with a certain sub- 
tlety or ironical turn (not quite, not just), are 
not cases here in point ; see Schoemann, ad 
Ts. p. 276. 

1 Bengel: ‘‘Judaeus diceret mévrws, at 
Paulus contradicit.” 

2 Compare Theognis, 305; Bekker : of xaxot 
ov mavrws (by NO means) Kakol é« yaorpds 
yeyovaow, Hp, ad Diogn. 9: ob révtws 
épydduevos. (by nO means rejoicing) rots 
GMapTHLacwW av, GAA’ dvexduevos. Per- 
fectly similar is also the Homeric od mémav, 
decidedly not ; see Niigelsbach on the Iliad, 


p. 888. Compare ovdé& mavtws, Herod. vy. 
84, 65. 

3 Paul however does not say Gentiles and 
Jews, but the converse, because here again, 
as in previous cases where both are group- 
ed together (in the last instance ii. 9 f.), he 
has before his mind the divine historical 
order, which in the very point of sinfulness 
tells against the Jew the more seriously. 

4 For statements of Greek writers re- 
garding the universality, without any ex- 
ception, of sin, see Spiess, Logos spermat, p. 
220 f. 
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due to quotation from memory, and partly intentional, for the purpose of 
defining the sense more precisely. The arrangement is such that testimony 
is adduced for-—ts¢, the state of sin generally (vv. 10-12) ; 2nd, the practice 
of sin in word (vy. 13, 14) and deed (vv. 15-17) ; and 3rd, the sinful source 
of the whole (ver. 18). More artificial schemes of arrangement are not to 
be sought (as e.g. in Hofmann), not even by a play on numbers.!— obx« gore 
Sixarog ovdé eic] There exists not a righteous person (who is such as he ought 
to be), not even one. Taken from Ps. xiv. 1, where the Sept. has ody 
xpyotéryra instead of dixacoc ; Paul has put the latter on purpose at once, in 
accordance with the aim of his whole argument, prominently to characterize 
the ig’ duapr. elvac as a want of dixavocbyy. Michaelis regards the words as 
the Apostle’s own, ‘‘under which he comprehends all that follows.” So also 
Eckermann, Koppe, K6llner, and Fritzsche. But it is quite at variance 
with the habit of the Apostle, after using the formula of quotation, to pre- 
fix to the words of Scripture a summary of their contents ; and this suppo- 
sition is here the more improbable, seeing that the Apostle continues in 
ver. 11 in the words of the same Psalm, with the first verse of which our 
passage substantially agrees.*— Ver. 11 is from Ps. xiv. 2, and so quoted, 
that the negative sense which results indirectly from the text in the Hebrew 
and LXX. is expressed by Paul directly : there exists not the understanding 
one (the practically wise, i.e. the pious one; see Gesenius, Thes. s. v, DIM): 
there exists not the seeker after God (whose thoughts and endeavors are direct- 
ed towards God, Heb. xi. 6, and see Gesenius, s. v. 11). The article de- 
notes the genus as a definite concrete representing it. Compare Buttmann’s 
neut. Gr. p. 253 f. [E. T. 295] * — éxtyr.] stronger than the simple form ; com- 
pare 1 Pet. i. 10 ; very frequent in the LXX. — Ver. 12. From Ps. xiv. 3 closely 
after the LXX. éé«Avvav, namely from the right way, denotes the demor- 
alization (see Gesenius, s. 0. 130), as does also pypeddyoar, NINI : they 
have become useless, corrupt, good for nothing, aypeioe (Matt. xxv. 30); 
Polyb. i. 14, 6,1. 48, 9. The following roy ypyorétyta is correlative. 
This dua (altogether) pypedd. has still ravrec for its subject. — éwe évdc] The 
ov« éorwv holds as far as to one (inclusively), so that therefore not one is ex- 
cepted. Compare Jud. iv. 16. Hebraism, see Ewald, Lehrb. § 217, 3. 
The Latin ad unum omnes is similar. — Ver. 13 as far as é0A. is from Ps. v. 
10, and thence till airév from Ps. exl. 4, both closely after the LXx.* — 
rddoc avewyu. 6 Adp. ait.] Estius : ‘‘Sicut sepulcrum patens exhalat tetrum 


1 According to Hofmann the first and 
second parts consist each of seven proposi- 
tions. Thus even the conclusion of ver. 12, 
ovK éoTiv Ews évos, is to bereckoned as a 
separate proposition! How all the parallel- 
ism of Hebrew poetry is mutilated by such 
artifices ! 

2 Regarding ov8é els see on 1 Cor. vi. 5, and 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 214 D. 

3 On the idea, which is also classical, of sin 
as folly, see Nagelsbach, Hom. Theol. V1. 2. 
The form cuviwy,so accentuated by Lach- 


mann; compare Buttmann, I. p. 548), or 
ovviav (though the former is the more 
probable ; compare Winer, p. 7 f. [E. T. 81], 
also Ellendt, Lew. Soph. Il. p. 768), is the 
usual one in the Sept. (instead of cvveis, 
Ps, xxxiii, 15). Ps. xli. 1; Jer. xxx. 12; 
2 Chron. xxxiv. 12 e¢ al. 

4 The MSS. of the LXX. which read the 
whole passage vy. 13-18 at Ps. xiv. 3, have 
been interpolated from our passage in 
Cliristian times. See Wolf, Cuz. on ver. 10. 
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ac pestiferum foetorem, ita ex ore illorum impuri, pestilentes noxiique 
sermones exéunt.” Comp. Pelagius, Bengel, Tholuck, Mehring, and Hof- 
mann. But it is more in harmony with the further pee es as well as 
the parallel in Jer. v. 16 (where the quiver of the Chaldeans is compared 
with an open grave), to find the comparison in the point that, when the 
godless have opened their throats for lying and corrupting discourse, it is 
just as if a grave stood opened (observe the perfect) to which the corpse 
ought to be consigned for decay and destruction. So certainly and una- 
voidably corrupting is their discourse. Moreover /dpvys, which is here to 
be taken in its original sense (as organ of speech, not equivalent to gdpvyé, 
the gullet) is more forcibly graphic than oréua, representing the speech as 
passionate crying. Compare Aapvyyite, Dem. 323, 1, and Aapuyyioudc, of 
crying lustily. — édodvicav] they were deceiving. The imperfect denotes 
what had taken place as continuing up till the present time ; and on this 
form of the third person plural, of very frequent occurrence in the LXX., 
see Sturz, Dial. Al. p. 60; Ahrens, Dial. II. p. 304, I. p. 237. — ive aoridov} 
The poison of asps, a figure for the insidiously corrupting.’—Ver. 14 is from 
Ps. x. 7, taken freely from the LXX., who however with their zixpiac devi- 
ate from the Hebrew 12}, because they either read it otherwise or trans- 
lated it erroneously. — mixpia, figurative designation of the hateful nature. 
Comp. Eph. iv. 31; Acts vill. 23; James iii. 14 ; see Wetstein.—Vv. 15— 
17 are from Is. lix. 7, 8, quoted freely and with abbreviations from the 
LXX. — éy raic¢ édoic aibtév] Where they go, is desolation (fragments WW) and 
misery, which they produce. — dddv eip. obk éyv.] 1.2. @ way on which one 
walks peacefully (the opposite of the édoé, on which is civrpizpa x. Tadarz.), 
they have not known (2 Cor. v. 21), it has remained strange to them.—Ver. 
18 is from Ps. xxxvi.1. The fear of God, which would have preserved 
them from such conduct and have led them to an entirely different course, _ 
is not before their eyes. ‘‘ There is objectivity ascribed to a condition 
which is, psychologically, subjective.” Morison. 

Ver. 19. The preceding quotations (‘‘in quibus magna est verborum 
atrocitas,” Melanchthon) were intended to prove that Jews and Gentiles are 
collectively under the dominion of sin (ver. 9); but how easily might it be 
imagined on the part of the conceited Jews* that the above passages of 
Scripture (of which those in vv. 10, 11 and 12, taken from Ps. xiv., really 
refer originally to the Gentiles, to Babylon), however they might affect the 
Gentiles, could have no application to themselves, the Jews, who had no 
need therefore to take them to themselves, as if they also were included in 
the same condemnation. Such a distinction, however, which could only 
promote a self-exaltation and self-justification at variance with the divine 
purpose in those declarations of His word, they were to forego, seeing that 
everything that the Scripture says has its bearing for the Jews. The 


1 The metaphorical representation in 2 See similar passages in Alberti, Odss. p. 
classical passages, in which, eg., the ; 
Cyclops is termed gav rupBos (Anth. Pal. xiv. 3 See especially EHisenmenger’s entdecktes 


109, 8), or the vultures éuyvyor tahou (Gor- Judenthum, I. p. 568 ff. 
gias, ap. Longin. 3), is not similar. 
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Apostle therefore now continues, and that with very emphatic bringing out 
of the éca in the first half of the verse and of the way and mac in the second : 
we know however (as in ii. 2) that whatsoever the law saith, it speaketh to those 
that are in the law, consequently that the Jews may not except themselves 
from the reference of any’saying in Scripture. — éca] whatsoever, therefore 
also what is expressed in such condemnatory passages as the above, with- 
out exception. — 6 vduoc] in accordance with its reference to vv. 10-18, is 
necessarily to be taken here as designation of the 0. T. generally (comp. 1 
Cor. xiv. 21; John x. 34, xii, 34, xv. 25 ; 2 Macc. ii. 18); not, with Hun- 
nius, Calovius, Balduin, and Sebastian Schmid, of the law in the dogmatic 
sense (comp. Matthias); or of the Mosaic law, as Ammon and Gléckler, Th. 
Schott and Hofmann take it, confusing in various ways, the connection.? 
So also van Hengel, who quite gratuitously wishes to assume an enthymeme 
with a minor premiss to be understood (but the law condemns all those sin- 
ners). The designation of the O. T. by 6 véuoc, which forms the first, and 
for Israel most important, portion of it, was here occasioned by toic¢ év r6 
vou, 7.e. those who are in the law as their sphere of life. —Aéyer . . . « Aare] 
All that the law says (materially, or respecting its contents, all Adyo: of the 
law), it speaks (speaks out, of the outward act which makes the Adyor be 
heard, makes known through speech) to those who, ete. Comp. on John 
vill, 43 ; Mark i. 34; 1 Cor. ix. 8, xii. 3. The dative denotes those to 
whom the Aateiv applies (Kriiger, § 48, 7, 18). Those who have their state 
of life within the sphere of the law are to regard whatsoever the law says as 
addressed to themselves, whether it was meant primarily for Jews or Gentiles. 
How this solemnly emphatic guaecunque heaps upon the Jews the Divine 
sentence of ‘‘ guilty,” and cuts off from them every refuge, as if this or 
that declaration did not apply to or concern them ! — iva rap ordya x.7.A. | 
in order that every mouth (therefore also the Jew) may be stopped (Heb. xi. 33; 
Ps. evil. 42; Job v. 16; and see Wetstein), etc. This, viz. that no one 
shall be able to bring forward anything for his justification, is represented 
in iva—which is not ita ut—as intended by the speaking law, é.e. by God 
speaking in the law. Reiche unjustly characterizes this thought as absurd 
in every view and from every standpoint ; the iva ray «.r.A. does not an- 
nounce itself as the sole and exclusive end, but on the contrary, without 


dumb before Him and recognize the justice of 


1 According to Hofmann (compare his 
Schriftbeweis, I. p. 623 f£.; so too, in sub- 
stance, Th. Schott) the train of thought is: 
after ver. 9 ff. the only further question 
that could be put is, whether anything is 
given to Christians that exempts them from 
the general guilt and punishment. The 
law possibly? No, ‘they know that this 
law has absolutely (60e) no other tenor than 
that which it presents to those who belong to 
ats domain, for this purpose, that the whole 
world, in the same extent in which itis under 
sin, must in its own time (this idea being con- 
veyed by the aorists ¢payyj and yevyrar), 
when it comes to stand before God its Judge, be 


His condemning sentence.” This interpreta- 
tion, obscuring with a far-fetched in- 
genuity the plain sense of the words, and 
wringing out of it a tenor of thought to 
which it is a stranger, is a further result of 
Hofmann’s having misunderstood the mpoe- 
xoueda in ver. 9, and having referred it, as 
also the subsequent mpoytiacdueda, to the 
Christians as subject, an error which neces- 
sarily deranged and dislocated for him the 
entire course of argument in vv. 9-20. At 
the same time it would not be even histor- 
ically true that the law has absolutely no 
other tenor, etc. 
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negativing other and higher ends, merely expresses one single and special 
teleological point, which is however the very point which the connection 
here required to be cited. The time to be mentally supplied for gpayj and 
yérnra is the future generally reckoned from the present of AaAci, not that 
of the final judgment, which does not harmonize with the thought in ver. 9 
to which the series of Scripture testimonies in vv. 10-18 is appended. — 
inddixoc| punishable, katdxpitoc, anappyotacroc, Theophylact; frequently used 
by classic writers, but elsewhere neither in the N. T. nor in the LXX. or 
Apocrypha. — 76 @e¢] belongs, not to gpay@ (Matthias), but, after the man- 
ner of the more closely defining parallelism, merely to imddcc. yévytac : to 
God, as the Being to whom the penalty is to be paid.’ — yévyrar] The result 
which is to manifest itself, as in ver. 4. — rae 6 xéouoc] quite generally (ver. 
9); comp. Eph. ii. 3. And if Paul has described? this generality (comp. 
also ver. 23) thus ‘‘insigni figura et verborum emphasi” (Melancthon), the 
result extending to all humanity is not contradicted by the virtue of indi- 
viduals, such as the patriarchs ; for from the ideal, but at the same time 
legally true (comp. Gal. iii. 10), standpoint of the Apostle this virtuousness 
is still no d:xaroctvy (but only a minor degree of the want of it), and does 
not therefore form an exception from the category of the irédcxoy eivar TO 
Oe. See ver. 20. Though different as respects degree, yet all are affected 
and condemned by the declarations quoted ; every one has a share in this 
corruption. * 

Ver. 20. [See Note XXX. p. 148.] Acér:] propterea quod, 1. 19, not prop- 
terea (Beza, Rosenmiiller, Morus, Tholuck), is to be divided from the pre- 
ceding only by a comma, and supplies the objective reason of that iva x.7.2. 
of the law : because the relation of righteousness will accrue to no flesh from 
works of the law. For if dccacoctvy should come from works of the law, the 
law would in fact open up the way of righteousness, and therefore that iva 
nav x.7.2. would not be correct.* As to raca odp£, equivalent to rac dvb proc, 
but conveying the idea of moral imperfection and sinfulness in presence of 
God, see on Acts ii. 17; 1 Cor. i. 20 ; and compare generally on Gal. ii. 16. 
That with regard to the Gentiles Paul is thinking of the natural law (ii. 14) 


1The opposite is avairior adavaroow, ’ Compare Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. 


Hesiod, épy. 825, and cots avaumdAdkntos, 
Aesch. Agam. 352. Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. 
p. 816 B: vrodcKcos Eorw TH Brad Evti, p. 868 
D, 11, p. 982; Dem. 518, 8 al. 

2Trom the poetic tenor of the passage 
tva wav «.7.A. Ewald conjectures that it re- 
produces a passage from the O. T. that is 
now lost. But how readily may it be con- 
ceived that Paul, who was himself of a 
deeply poetic nature, should, in the vein of 
higher feeling into which he had been 
brought by the accumulated words of 
psalm and prophecy, spontaneously ex- 
press himself ashe has done! That tréd- 
kos does not again occur in his writings, 
matters not; évdixos also in ver. 8 is not 
again used. 


p. 152 f. 

* According to Hofmann, in pursuance 
of his erroneous interpretation of ver. 19, 
dud7 x.7.A. is meant to contain the speci- 
fication of the reason ‘ why the word of the 
law was published to the Jews for no other ob- 
ject, than that the whole world might be pre- 
cluded from all objection against the condemn- 
ing sentence of God.” Compare also Th. 
Schott. But Paul has not at all expressed 
in ver. 19 the thought “for no other object ;” 
he must in that case, instead of the simple 
iva which by no means excludes other ob- 
jects, have written udvov iva, or possibly eis - 
ovdéy ct wh tva, or in some other way con- 
veyed the non-expressed thought. 
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cannot be admitted, seeing that in the whole connection he has to do with 
the law of Moses, But neither may the thought be imported into the pas- 
sage with reference to the Gentiles : ‘‘if they should be placed under the 
Jaw and should have épya véuou” (Riickert, comp. Philippi and Mehring), 
since, according to the context, it is only with reference to the Jews (ver. 19) 
that the question is dealt with as to no flesh being righteous—a general re- 
lation which, as regards the Gentiles, is perfectly self-evident, seeing that 
the latter are dvouor, and have no épya véuov in the proper sense whatever.— 
Respecting Epya vouov,’ works in harmony with the law of Moses, the épya 

~ being the prominent conception, works which are fulfilments of its precepts, 
comp. on ii. 15. Moreover that it is not specially the observance of the 
ritual portions of the law (Pelagius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Semler, Ammon), 
but that of the Mosaic law in general which is meant, is clear partly from 
the expression itself, which is put without limitation, partly from the con- 
textual relation of the clause to what goes before, and partly from the fol- 
lowing 6d yap véuov x.t.A., from which the ethical law is so far from being 
excluded,’ that it is on the contrary precisely this aspect of the véuoc which 
is specially meant. — od dixawdjo.] See oni. 17. The future is to be un- 
derstood either of the moral possibility, or, which is preferable on account 
of iii. 20, purely in the sense of time, and that of the futwre generally: ‘In 
every case in which justification (7.e. the being declared righteous by God) 
shall occur, it will not result from,” etc., so that such works should be the 
causa meritoria. The reference to the future judgment (Reiche) is contro- 
verted by the fact that throughout the entire connection justification is re- 
garded as a relation arising immediately from faith, and not as something 
to be decided only at the judgment. See ver. 21 ff. and chap. iv. For 
this reason there is immediately afterwards introduced as the counterpart of 
the dvcacoctvy, which comes directly from faith, the érlyrwor duaptiac, which 
comes directly from the law. It is certain, moreover, that in od dicaw?. 
«.T.2. Paul had Ps. cxliii. 2 in view, but instead of mac Céyv he put raoa 
odpé as more significant for the matter in hand. — In what sense now shall 
no one from works of the law become righteous before God, i.e. such that God 
looks upon him as righteous ?* Not in the sense that perfect compliance 
with the law would be insufficient to secure justification, against which the 
fundamental law of the judge : of rowyrat véuov dixacw8qoovra: (il. 18), would 
be decisive ; but in the sense that no man, even with an outwardly faultless 
observance of the law (comp. on Phil. iii. 6), is in a position to offer to it 
that full and right obedience, which alone would be the condition of a jus- 


1 For épywy vouov cannot be taken as law 
of works, as Miircker uniformly wishes. 
Comp. on ii. 15. 

2 Paul always conceives the law as an un- 
divided whole (comp. Usteri, p. 36), while 
he yet has in his mind sometimes more the 
ritual, sometimes more the moral, aspect 
of this one divine vémos, according to his 
object and the connection (Ritschl, alt- 
kathol. K. p. 73). Comp. on Gal. ii. 16. 


3In opposition to Hofmann, who in his 
Schriftd. I. p. 612 urges the evomoy avrov 
against the imputative sense of the passive 
Sixavodadar, see Wieseler on Gal. p. 192 f. 
It is quite equivalent to mapa 7. @ew, judice 
Deo, Gal. iii. 11. See generally the thor- 
ough defence of the sensus forensis of 
Sixavododo. in the N. T., also from classic 
authors and from the O. T. in Morison, p. 
163 ff. 
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tification independent of extrancous intervention ; in fact, it is only through 
the law that man comes to aclear perception and consciousness of his moral 
imperfection by nature (his unrighteousness). See Luther’s preface. That 
this was the Apostle’s view, is proved by the reason which follows : dia yap 
véuov «.7.A. See, besides, especially chs. vii. and viii.; Gal. iii. 10. There 
is here no mention of the good works of the regenerate, which however are 
only the fruits of justification, ch. vi. viii. 2 ff.; Eph. ii. 10 al. Comp. 
_ Philippi and Morison. — da yap véyov éxiyv. du.] The law, when it places its 
demands before man, produces in the latter his first proper recognition of his 
moral incongruity with the will of God. ‘‘ With these words Paul strikes 
at the deepest root of the matter,” Ewald. Respecting ydp Calvin’s note is 
sufficient : ‘‘ a contrario ratiocinatur. . . . quando ex eadem scatebra non 
prodeunt vita et mors.” The propriety of the argument however rests on 
the fact that the law does not at the same time supply the strength to con- 
quer sin (viii. 3), but stops short at the point of bringing to cognition the 
‘interiorem immunditiem ” which it forbids; ‘‘hanc judicat et accusat 
sea Deo, non tollit,” Melanchthon. It is different in the case of civil laws, 
which are designed merely to do away with the externa scelera, and to judge 
the works in and for themselves, xii. 3 ff. 

Vv. 21-30. [See Note XXXI. p. 149.] Paul has hitherto been proving that 
all men are under sin, and guilty before God. This was the preparatory por- 
tion of the detailed illustration of the theme set forth in ch. i. 17; for be- 
fore anything else there had to be recognized the general necessity of a 
Sixacoctv” not founded on the law—as indeed such a legal righteousness has 
shown itself to be impossible. Now however he exhibits this dvxasoctyn pro- 
vided from another source—the righteousness of God which comes from 
faith to all without distinction, to believing Jews and Gentiles. Hofmann 
rejects this division, in consequence of his having erroneously taken zpoe- 
xoueda in ver. 9 as the utterance of the Christians. He thinks that the 
Apostle only now comes to the conclusion, at which he has been aiming 
ever since the fifth verse: as to what makes Christians, as distinguished 
from others, assured of salvation. 

Ver. 21.’ Nuvi is usually interpreted here as a pure adverb of time (‘‘ nostris 
temporibus hac in parte felicissimis,” Grotius). So also Tholuck, Reiche, 
Riickert, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Winzer, Reithmayr, Philippi, van 
Hengel, Mehring, Th. Schott, and others. But since what precedes was 
not given asa delineation of the past, there appears here not the contrast 
between two periods, but that between two relations, the relation of depend- 
ence on the law and the relation of independence on the law (dca véuov . . . . 
xwplc véjiov). Hence with Beza, Pareus, Piscator, Estius, Koppe, Fritzsche, 
de Wette, Matthias, and Hofmann, we render : but in this state of the case.? 
— xoptc véuov] placed with full emphasis at the beginning as the opposite of 
dia vduov, belongs to wedav. Aptly rendered by Luther: ‘‘ without the ac- 


1See Winzer, Comm. in Rom. iii. 21-28, Part. pi 95; Ellendt, Zea. Soph. II. p. 181. 
Partic. I. and II. 1829. Comp. vii. 17; I. Cor. v. 11, xii. 18, xiii. 13, 

2 See regarding this dialectic use of the ai. s 4 Macc. vi. 33, xiii.8. By Greek authors 
viv Hartung, Purtikell. II. p, 25; Baeuml. vuvi is not thus used, only viv. 
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cessory aid of the law,” z.e. 80 that in this revelation of the righteousness of 
God the law is left out of account. Reiche\joins it with d:eaoc.: “the 
righteousness of God as being imparted to the believer without the law 
without the Mosaic law helping him thereto.” Compare also wren 
Klee, Mehring. But apart from the coactior constructio, with which Estius 
already found fault, we may urge against this view the parallel of dia 
véuov, ver. 20, which words also do not belong to ériyvwor duapt. but to 
the verb to be supplied. — regavépwrac] is made manifest and lies open to view, 
so that it presents itself to the knowledge of every one ; the present of the 
completed action, Heb. ix. 26. The expression itself presupposes the pre- 
vious xpurrév (Col. iii. 3 f.; Mark iv. 22), the having been hidden, in accord- 
ance with which the righteousness of God has not yet been the object of ex- 
perimental perception. To men it was an unknown treasure. The mode of 
the xegavépwora however consists in the dccacoc. Ocod having become actual, 
having passed into historical reality, and having been made apparent, which 
has been accomplished without mixing up the law as a co-operative factor 
in the matter. vou. Kk. T. ™pod.| An accompanying charac- 
teristic definition of dikacoctvy Ocov, so far as the latter is made manifest : 
being witnessed, ete. Tf it is thus the'case with regard to it, that in its eg- 
avépwra: it is attested by the witness of the law and the prophets, then this 
precludes the misconception that the dica:octvy revealed yuwpic véuov is oppos- 
ed or foreign to the O. T., and consequently an innovation without a back- 
ground in sacred history. Comp. xvi. 26; John v. 39. ‘‘ Novum testa- 
mentum in vetere latet, vetus in novo patet,” Augustine. In this case we are 
not to think of the moral requirements (Th. Schott), but of the collective Mes- 
sianic types, promises and prophecies in the law and the prophets, in which is 
also necessarily comprised the dixcacootvy Ocov as that which is necessary to 
participation in the Messianic salvation. Comp. i. 2, iii. 2; Acts x. 43, 
xxviii. 23 ; Luke xxiv. 27 ; from the law, the.testimony of Abraham, iv. 3 ff. 
and the testimonies quoted in x. 6 ff. — Observe further that yaprvpovpy. has 
the emphasis, in contrast to ywpic, not imd rod véuov (Bengel, Fritzsche and 
others). We may add Bengel’s apt remark : ‘‘ Lex stricte (namely, in yopic 
vouov) et late (in brd tov véuov) dicitur.” 

Ver. 22. A righteousness of God, however, (mediated) through faith in Jesus 
Christ. On dé, with the repetition of the same idea, to be defined now 
however more precisely, the dicacoovvy Ocod (not merely dixavoobvy, as Hof- 
mann insists contrary to the words) ; comp. ix. 30. See on Phil. ii. 8. — 
The genitive I. X. contains the object of faith? in accordance with prevail- 


feaptup. bd 7. 


“fides, quae auctore Jesu Christo Deo 


1 Following Augustine, de grat. Chr. 1, 8, 
habetur” (Berlage). Against this view we 


and de spir. et. it. 9, Wolf, and others. 


2This view of the genitive is justly ad- 
hered to by most expositors. It is with 
nioris as With ayérn, in which the object is 
likewise expressed as well by the genitive 
asby eis. Nevertheless, Scholten, Rauwen- 
hoff, yan Hengel, and Berlage (de formulae 
Paulinae riots I. Xpiorod signif., Lugd. B. 
1856) have recently taken it to mean the 


may decidedly urge the passages where the 
genitive with riorts is a thing or an abstract 
idea (Phil. i. 27; 2 Thess. ii. 13; Acts iii. 16; 
Col. ii. 12); also the expression mots cod 
in Mark xi. 22, where the genitive must 
necessarily be that of the object. Comp. 
the classical expressions miotis deGv and! 
the like. See besides Lipsius, Jechtfer- 
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ing usage (Mark xi, 22; Acts iii. 16; Gal. ii. 16, 20, iii. 22; Eph. iii. 12, 
iv. 13; Phil. iii. 9 ; James ii.1). The article before dia rior. was not need- 
ed for the simple reason that dccasocbvn Ocod is without it. Therefore, and 
because the point at issue here was not the mode of becoming manifest, but 
the specific characterizing of the righteousness itself that had become mani- 
fest, neither did rior. (Fritzsche, Tholuck) nor the following eic¢ mdvrac x.7.2. 
(de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Winer, Mehring and others) is to be made 
dependent on repavépwrat. — ei¢ mévrac K. érl m. 7. meot.| SCil. otca.* The 
expression is an earnest and significant bringing into prominence of the uni- 
versal character of this dicasootvn did riot. I. X.: which is for all, and upon 
all who believe. Both prepositions denote the direction of aim, in which the 
ducacoobvyn presents itself, though with the special modification that under 
the cic lies the notion of destination (not ‘‘ the immanent influx,” Reithmayr), 
under the é7i that of extending itself over all. On the peculiar habit, which 
the Apostle has, of setting forth a relation under several aspects by different 
prepositional definitions of a single word, see Winer, p. 390 [E. T. 418] ; 
compare generally Kiihner II. 1, p. 475 f. While recent expositors (includ- 
ing Riickert, Reiche, Kollner, de Wette) have often arbitrarily disregarded 
the distinction in sense between the two prepositions$? and have held both 
merely as a strengthening of the idea all (‘‘ for all, for all without exception,” 
Koppe), the old interpreters, on the other hand, forced upon the eic and éxé 
much that has nothing at all in common with the relation of the prepositions ; 
e.g. that ei¢ x. applies to the Jews and ézi 7. to the Gentiles.*—ob yap éotz diac. | 
Ground assigned for the rdévrac r. xeor. . ‘‘ For there is no distinction made, 
according to which another way to the d:xavocbvy Ocov Would stand open for 
a portion of men, perchance for the Jews,” and that just for the reason that 
(ver. 23) all have sinned, etc. 

Ver. 23. “Huaptov|] [See Note XXXII. p. 149.] The sinning of every man 
is presented as an historical fact of the past, whereby the sinful state is 
produced. The perfect would designate it as a completed subsisting fact. 
Calvin, moreover, properly remarks that according to Paul there is nulla 
justitia ‘‘ nisi perfecta et absoluta,” and ‘‘ si verum esset, nos partim operibus 
justificari, partim Dei gratia, non valeret hoc Pauli argumentum.” Luther 
aptly observes : ‘¢ They are altogether sinners, etc., is the main article and 
the central point of this Epistle and of the whole Scripture.” — «at torep. | 
They have sinned, and in consequence of this they lack, there is wanting 
to them, etc. This very present expression, as well as the present participle 


tigungsl, p. 109 f.; Weiss, didl. Theol. p. 
835. 

1 See Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp. 4, 25. 

2 For in none of the similar passages are 
the prepositions synonymous. See iii. 20, 
xi. 86; Gal. i.1; Eph. iv. 6; Col. i. 16. See 
also Matthias and Mehring én loc. The lat- 
ter, following out his connection mehavép., 
explains: ‘“‘manifested ¢o all men and for 
all believers.” But it is arbitrary to take 
Tovs muoTevovras as defining only the second 
mavTas, a8 Morus and Flatt (see also Mo- 


rison, p. 229 ff.) have already done. After 
the emphatic Sccatoovvy S& cod Sta wic- 
Trews the morevew is so much the specific 
and thorough mark of the subjects, that 
Tovs morevovtas must define the waévras in 
doth instances, 

’ Thus Theodoret, Oecumenius, and many 
others, who have been followed by Bengel, 
Boéhme, and Jatho (and conversely by Mat- 
thias, who explains éx and eis ini. 17 in the 
same way). 
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duxcavotpwevor, ought to have kept Hofmann from understanding rdyrec of all 
believers ; for in their case that iorepeiod ax no longer applies (v. 1 f., viii. 1 al.), 
and they are not dicasobuevor but dixawwévrec ; but, as becoming believers, they 
would not yet be miorebovrec. — rjc dbEne T. Ocov| The genitive with torepeiodac 
(Diod. Sic. xviii. 71 ; Joseph. Antt. xv. 6, 7) determines for the latter the sense 
of destitui. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 237. Comp. on 1 Cor. i. 7. They lack 
the honour which God gives,’ they are destitute of the being honoured by 
God, which would be the case, if the jwaprov did not occur ; in that 
case they would possess the good pleasure of God, and this, regarded 
as honour, which they would have to enjoy from God : the dé£a row Oecd. 
Comp. ii. 29 ; John xii. 43, compared withv. 44. K@llner’s objection to this 
view, which first offers itself, of r. Ocod as the genitive auctoris, which is 
also held by Piscator, Hammond, Grotius, Fritzsche, Reiche, de Wette, 
Tholuck, and others, following Chrysostom (comp. Philippi), that it is not 
the fault of men if they should not have an honour, which proceeds from God, 
is of no weight ; since it certainly is the fault of men, if they render it im- 
possible for a holy God to give them the honour which proceeds from Him. 
Moreover, Kéllner’s own explanation : honour before God (quite so also Cal- 
vin ; and comp. Philippi), which is said according to the analogy of human 
relations, in point of fact quite coincides with the above view, since in fact 
honour before God, or with God (Winzer), is nothing else than the honour 
that accrues to us from God’s judgment. Comp. Calvin : ‘‘ita nos ab hu- 
mani theatri plausu ad tribunal coeleste vocat.” Accordingly, the genitive 
is here all the less to be interpreted coram, since in no other passage (and 
especially not in dixatoc. Ocov, see on i. 17) is there any necessity for this 
interpretation. This last consideration may also be urged against the inter- 
pretation of others : gloriatio coram Deo; ‘‘non habent, unde coram Deo 
glorientur,” Estius. So Erasmus, Luther, Toletus, Wolf, Koppe, Rosen- 
miiller, Reithmayr, and others. It is decisive against this view that in all 
passages where Paul wished to express gloriatio, he knew how to employ 
the proper word, xatynow (ver. 27; 2 Cor. vii. 14, viii. 24 al), Others, 
again, following Oecumenius (Chrysostom and Theophylact express them- 
selves too indefinitely, and Theodoret is altogether silent on the matter), 
explain the dééa r. Ocod to mean the glory of eternal life, in so far as God 
either has destined it for man (Gléckler), or confers it upon him (Béhme, 
comp. Morison) ; o7 in so far as it consists in partaking in the glory of God 
(Beza, comp. Bengel and Baumgarten-Crusius). Mehring allows a choice 
between the two last definitions of the sense. But the following ducaiobuevor 
proves that the déga rov Ocov cannot in reality be anything essentially dif- 
ferent from the dikavocivy cov, and cannot be merely future. Utterly erro- 
neous, finally, is the view of Chemnitz, Flacius, Sebastian Schmid, Calovius,* 


17The genitive 7. cod cannot, without God,” i.e. the glory of personal holiness. 
arbitrariness, be explained otherwise than 2 He takes éd£a rod @cod as “gloria homini 
was done in the case of Sxatoovvy tT. cod. a Deo concessa in creatione ;” this gloria 
In consequence of his erroneous exposition having been the divine image, which we 
of ducavoc. r.;@eod (see on i. 17), Matthias _ forfeited after the fall. 
understands here ‘glory such as is that of 


132 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


Hasaeus, Alting, Carpzov, Ernesti, recently revived by Riickert, Olshausen, 
and Mangold, that the dé&a rot eon is the image of God ; “a godlike 66a,” 
as Riickert puts it, and thus gets rid of the objection that déga is not synon- 
ymous with cixév. But how arbitrarily is the relation of the genitive thus 
defined, altogether without the precedent of a similar usage (2 Cor. xi. 2 is 
not a case in point)! That the idea of the image of God is not suggested 
by anything in the connection is self-evident, since, as the subsequent 
duxatobpevor «.7.2. abundantly shows, it is the idea of the want of righteous- 
ness that is under discussion. Hofmann and Ewald have explained it in the 
same way as Riickert, though they take the genitive more accurately (a défa 
such as God Himself possesses). The latter’ understands ‘‘ the glory of 
God which man indeed has by creation, Ps. viii. 8, but which by sin he 
may lose for time and eternity, and has now lost.” Compare Hofmann: 
‘¢ Whatsoever is of God has a share, after the manner of a creature, in the 
glory of God. If this therefore be not found in man, the reason is that he 
has forfeited the relation to God in which he was created.” But even apart 
from the fact that such a participation in the glory of God has been lost 
already through the fall (v. 12 ; 1 Cor. xv. 22), and not for the first time 
through the individual juaprov here meant, it is decisive against this exposi- 
tion that the participation in the divine dé%a¢ nowhere appears as an original 
blessing that has fallen into abeyance, but always as something to be conferred 
only at the Parousia (v. 2 ; 1 Thess. ii. 12) ; as the ovvdofacdjvar with Christ 
(viii. 17 f.; Col. iii. 4) ; as the glorious kAypovouia of God (comp. also 2 
Tim. iv. 8 ; 1 Pet. v. 4); and consequently as the new blessing of the future 
aiov (1 Cor. ii. 9). That is also the proleptic édéface in viii. 30, which how- 
ever would be foreign to the present connection. 

Ver. 24. Arcacofuevor] [See Note XXXIII. p. 149.] does not stand for the 
finite tense (as even Riickert and Reiche, following Erasmus, Calvin and 
Melanchthon, think) ; nor is, with Ewald, ver. 23 to be treated as a paren- 
thesis, so that the discourse from the accusative in ver. 22 should now 
resolve itself more freely into the nominative, which would be unnecessarily 
harsh. But the participle introduces the accompanying relation, which here 
comes into view with the iorepoivrac rie déEn¢ Tt. Ocov, namely, that of the 
mode of their dixatwote : so that, in that state of destitution, they receive justi- 
Jication in the way of gift. Bengel aptly remarks : ‘‘repente sic panditur 
scena amoenior.” The participle is not even to be resolved into xa? dcxacodv- 
ra. (Peshito, Luther, Fritzsche), but the relation of becoming justified is 
to be left in the dependence on the want of the déZa Ocov, in which it is con- 
ceived and expressed.*— dwpedv] gratuitously (comp. v. 17, and on the 
adverb in this sense Polyb. xviii. 17, 7; 1 Macc. x. 33; Matt. x. 8; 2 Thess. 
iit. 8 ; 2 Cor. xi. 7) they are placed in the relation of righteousness, so that 


1 Similarly already Melanchthon: “gloria quam Deus approbat.” 
Dei, ie, duce Dei fulgente in natura incor- 2 Against the Osiandrian misinterpreta- 
rupta, seu ipso Deo carent, ostendente se et tions in their old and new forms see Me- 
accendente ardentem dilectionem et alios lanchthon, Znarr. on ver. 21; Kahnis, Dogm. 
motus legi congruentes sine ullo peccato.” T. p. 599 ff.; and also Philippi, Glaubenslehre, 
Previously (1540) he had explained : “ gloria, IV. 2, p. 247 ff. 
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this is not anyhow the result of their own performance ; comp. Eph. ii. 8 ; 
Tit. ili. 5. — rg avroi yap. dud tHe aro. rie év X. "I.] in virtue of His grace 
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. This redemption is that which 
JSorms the medium of the justification of man taking place gratuitously 
through the grace of God. By the position of the words rq abrow Napcre, 
the divine grace, is, in harmony with the notion of duped», emphasized pre- 
cisely as the divine, opposed to all human co-operation ; comp. Eph. ii. 8. 
In arodttpwore * the special idea of ransoming (comp. on Eph. i. 7; 1 Cor. vi. 
20 ; Gal. iii. 13) is not to be changed into the general one of the Messianic 
liberation (viii. 23 ; Luke xxi. 28; Eph. i. 14, iv. 30; and see Ritschl in 
the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1863, p. 512) ; for the Abrpov or avriAvrpov (Matt. xx. 
28 ; 1 Tim. ii. 6) which Christ rendered, to procure for all believers remis- 
sion of guilt and the dixaocivy Ocov, was His blood, which was the atoning 
sacrificial blood, and so as equivalent accomplished the forgiveness of sins, 
z.¢. the essence of the amoAtrpwore. See ver. 25; Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14; 
Heb. ix. 15 ; comp. on Matt. xx. 28; 1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. iii. 18; 2 Cor. 
v. 21. Liberation from the sin-principle (from its dominion) is not the 
essence of the avoAtrpuorc itself,? but its consequence through the Spirit, if it 
is appropriated in faith (viii. 2). Every mode of conception, which refers 
redemption and the forgiveness of sins not to a real atonement through the 
death of Christ, but subjectively to the dying and reviving with Him guar- 
anteed and produced by that death (Schleiermacher, Nitzsch, Hofmann, 
and others, with various modifications), is opposed to the N. T.—a mixing 
up of justification and sanctification.* —éy X. ’Inaov] i.e. contained and rest- 
ing in Him, in His person that has appeared as the Messiah (hence the 
Xpicto is placed first). To what extent, is shown in ver. 25.—Observe 
further that justification, the causa efficiens of which is the divine grace (ry 
avtov ydpirc), is here represented as obtained by means of the aroAbrpworc, 
but in ver. 22 as obtained by means of fwith, namely, in the one case object- 
ively and in the other subjectively (comp. ver. 25). But even in ver. 22 the 
objective element was indicated in rior. ’Iy7c0% Xpeorod, and in ver. 24 f. 
both elements are more particularly explained. 

Ver. 25.1— dy mpoédero x.7.A.] whom God has openly set forth for Himself.° 
This signification, familiar from the Greek usage,° is decidedly to be 
adopted on account of the correlation with ei¢ évdegwv x.7.2. (Vulgate, Pela- 
gius, Luther, Beza, Bengel and others ; also Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, 


In Greek authors 


1 Comp. Plut. Pomp. 24, Dem. 159, 15. 

2 Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 147 f. 

3 Comp. on ver. 26; also Ernesti, thik d. 
Ap» P. p. 27 f. 

4 See on ver. 25f. Ritschl,in the Jano. f. 
Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 500 ff.; Pfleiderer in 
Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 177 ff.; the 
critical comparison of the various explana- 
tions in Morison, p. 268 ff. 

5 Which has been done by the crucifixion. 
Compare the discourse of Jesus where 
He compares Himself with the serpent of 
Moses, John iii. Christ has been thus hela 


up to view as tAacrrprov. 
the word mpotivecda is specially often used 
to express the exhibition of dead bodies 
(Kriiger on Thue. ii. 84,1; Stallbaum, ad 
Plat. Phaed. p. 115 E.). Weare not to sup- 
pose however that ¢his usage influenced 
the Apostle in his choice of the word, since 
he had Christ before his eyes, not as a dead — 
body, but as shedding His blood and dying. 

6 Herod. iii. 148, vi. 21; Plat. Phaed. p. 115 
E; Eur. Alc. 667; Thue. ii. 34. 1, 64,38; Dem. 
1071, 1; Herodian, viii. 6, 5; also in the 
LxXX. 
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Tholuck, Hofmann and Morison) ; and not the equally classic signification : 
to propose to oneself, adopted by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Toletus, Pareus, de Dieu, Elsner, Heumann, Bohme, Flatt and Fritzsche 
(i. 18; Eph. i. 9 ; 8 Mace, ii, 27): ‘‘ quem esse voluit Deus piaculare sacri- 
ficium,” Fritzsche. In that case an infinitive must have been required ; 
and it was with the publicity of the divine act before the whole world that 
the Apostle was here concerned, as he has already indicated by regavépwras 
in ver. 21. Matthias explains it : whom He caused to be openly made known, 
to be preached. But the classical use of rporidnu, in the active and middle, 
in the sense of promulgare is here foreign, since it refers to the summoning 
or proclamation of assemblies * or to the promulgation of laws. Besides the 
EvderEve THe Sixacoabync Of God rests, in fact, not on the preaching of the atoner, 
but on the work of atonement itself, which God accomplished by the zpoé- 
Seto K.T.A. — God’s own participation therein (for it was His i?.acrhpiov, willed 
and instituted by Himself) which is expressed by the middle, is placed be- 
yond question by the eic évdevEw «.7.2., and decisively excludes Hofmann’s 
conception of the death of Christ as a befalling. Compare on ver. 26. — 
itaorhpiov] is the neuter of the adjective iAacrfpioc, used as a substantive, and 
hence means simply evpiatorium in general, without the word itself convey- 
ing the more concrete definition of its sense. The latter is supplied by the 
context. Thus, for example, in the LXX. (in the older profane Greek the 
word does not occur) the lid of the ark of the covenant, the Kapporeth, as 
the propitiatoriwm operculum, is called ré iAacthpiov (see below), which des- 
ignation has become technical, and in Ex. xxy. 17 and xxxvii. 6 receives 
its more precise definition by the addition of éxiteua. They also designate 
the ledge (choir) of the altar for burnt offerings, the WW}, (Hz. xliii. 15, 17, 
20) in the same way, because this place also was, through the blood of rec- 
onciliation with which it was sprinkled, and generally as an altar-place, 
a place of atonement. When they render 53 in Amos ix. 1 (knob) by idaa- 
rhp.ov, it is probable that they read N33. See generally Schleusner, Thes. 
III. p. 108 f. The word in the sense of offerings of atonement does not oc- 
cur in the LXX., though it is so used by other writers, so that it may be 
more specially defined by iepév or Siva.* Even in our passage the context 
makes the notion of an atoning sacrifice (comp. Lev. xvii. 11) sufficiently 
clear by év r. airov aiwate ; compare Pfleiderer 7.c. p. 180. The interpreta- 


1 Ewald has in the translation predestined, 
but in the explanation exhibited. Van Hen- 
gel declares for the latter. 

2 Soph. Ant. 160, and Hermann in Joc.; 
Lucian, Vecyom. 19, and Hemsterhuis én loc.; 
Dion. Hal. vi. 15 al.; see Schoem. Comit. p. 
104; Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 266 f. 

’ Thus in Dio Chrys. Orat. xi. 1, p. 355 
Reiske : tAacryprov Ayarol rH Adnve TH Trade, 
where a volive gift bears this inscription, 
and is thereby indicated as an offering of 
atonement, as indeed votive gifts generally 
fall under the wider idea of offerings 
(Ewald, Aléerth. p. 96; Hermann, gottesd. 


Alterth. § 25, 1); again in Nonnus, Dionys. 
xiii. p. 883: iAcoryjpra (the true reading in- 
stead of ixacrypia) Topyots. 4 Macc. xvii. 
22: dud Tod alpatos Tay evoeBav éxeivwy Kal TOD 
iAaorypiov rod [The article is, critically, un- 
certain; but at all events the blood is con- 
ceived as atoning sacrifice-blood; comp. 
ver. 19.] Savdarov a’tév, Hesych.: iAacriprov- 
kaSdpovov, Comp. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 487, 
where Awdyia iepa is explained by é&tAac- 
Tpia ; also the corresponding expressions 
for sacrifices, cwryjpov (Xen. Anabd. iii. 2, 9; 
v. 1,1; LXX. Ex. xx. 24); xaddépovov (Herod. 
i. 85; Aeschin. p. 4, 10) ; kadapriprov (Poll. i. 
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tion expiatory sacrifice is adopted by Chrysostom (who at least represents 
the itaorhp. of Christ as the antitype of the animal offerings), Clericus, Bos 

Elsner, Kypke, and others, including Koppe, Flatt, Klee, Reiche, de Wette, 
Kéllner, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Messner and Ewald ; Weiss (bibl. Theol. . 
324) isin doubt between this and the following explanation.’ Others 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Usteri and Glickler, keep with the Witloate 
(propitiationem) and Castalio (placamentum), to the general rendering : means 
of propitiation. So also Hofmann (comp. Schriftbew. IL. 1, p. 338 f.), com- 
paring specially 1 John iv. 10, and owrfpiov in Luke ii. 30; and Rich. 
Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 84 ff. But this, after the rpoé%ero which points 
to a definite public appearance, is an abstract idea inappropriate to it (as 
‘* propitiation”), especially seeing that év . . aivate belongs to rpoéte_ro, 
and seeing that the view of the death of Jesus as the concrete propitiatory 
offering was deeply impressed on and vividly present to the Christian con- 
sciousness (Eph. v. 2; 1 Cor. v. 7 ; Heb. ix. 14, 28; 1 Pet. i. 19; Johni. 
29, xvii. 19 a/.). Origen, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Piscator, 
Pareus, Hammond, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others,? have 
rendered iAaor7jpiov in quite a special sense, namely, as referring to the can- 
opy-shaped cover suspended over the ark of the covenant (see Ewald, Alterth. 
p. 164 ff.), on which, as the seat of Jehovah’s throne, the blood of the sac- 
rifice was sprinkled by the high priest on the great day of atonement (Ex. 
xxv. 22 ; Num. vii. 89 ; Lev. xvi. 13 ff. ;> and which therefore, regarded as 
the vehicle of the divine grace,‘ typified Christ as the atoner.* That the 
Kapporeth was termed iAaorfpiov is not only certain from the LXX.° (Ex. 
xxv. 18, 19, 20, xxxi. 7 al.), but also from Heb. ix. 5, and Philo (vit. Mos. 
p. 668, Dand Z ; de profug. p. 465 A), who expressly represents the covering 
of the ark as a symbol of the iAew duvéuews of God. Compare also Joseph. 


} 


82); xaptoryprov (Xen. Cyr. iv. 1,2; Polyb. 
xxi. 1, 2); evxapioryprov (Polyb. v. 14, 8). 
Compare also such expressions as émuvixia 
dvew; and see generally Schaefer, ad Bos. 
Fil. p. 191 ff. 

1 Estius also explains victimam . . . propi- 
tiatoriam, but yet takes iAacr, as masculine. 
Tt was already taken as masculine (propitia- 
tor) in the Syriac (compare the reading 
propitiatorem in the Vulgate) by Thomas 
Aquinas and others; also Erasmus (in his 
translation), Melanchthon and Vatablus ; 
more recently also by Vater, Schrader, 
Reithmayr and van Hengel. But to this it 
may be objected that there is no example 
of iAacrypros used with reference to persons. 
This remark also applies against Mehring, 
who interprets powerful for atonement. 
Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 584, and similarly Man- 
gold properly retain the rendering . expia- 
tory offering ; and eyen Morison recognizes 
the sacrificial conception of the “ propitia- 
tory,” although like Mehring he abides in 
substance by the idea of the adjective. 

2 Also Olshausen, Tholuck (ed. 5), Philippi, 


Umbreit, Jatho, Ritschl in the Jahrb. f- 
Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 247, and allkathol. 
Kirche, p. 85; Weber, vom Zorne Gottes, p. 
273; Delitzsch on Heb. p. 719, and in the il- 
lustrations to his Hebrew translation, p. 79 ; 
Miarcker, and others. 

3 Keil, Arch. I. § 84, and generally Lund, 
Jiid. Heiligth. ed. Wolf, p. 37 ff. 

4 See Bahr, Symbolik, I. p. 387 ff ; Hengs- 
tenberg, Authent. des Pentateuches, Il. p. 
642; Schulz, alttest. Theol. I. p. 205. 

5 So also Funke, in the Stud. u. Kit. 1842, 
p. 314 f. The old writers, and before them 
the Fathers, have in some instances very 
far-fetched points of comparison. Calo- 
vius, ¢.g., specifies five: (1) quoad causam 
efficientem ; (2) quoad materiam (gold and. 
not perishable wood—divine and human 
nature); (3) quoad numerum (only one) ; 
(4) quoad objectum (all); (5) quoad usum 
et finem. 

6 The LXX. derived the word Kapporeth, 
in view of the idea which it represented, 
from 195, condonavit. Comp. also the Vul- 


gate (‘‘ expiatorium”’), 
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Antt. iii. 6,5. There is consequently nothing to be urged against this expla- 
nation, either as respects the wsus loquendi or as respects the idea, in accord- 
ance with which Christ, the bearer of the divine glory and grace, sprinkled 
with His own sacrificial blood, would be regarded as the antitype of the 
Kapporeth. But we may urge against it : (1) that ro idaargp. does not stand 
with the article, as in the Sept. and Heb. ix. 5, although Christ was to be des- 
ignated as the realized idea of the definite and in fact singly existing n25 
(rd dAnSuvdv lAaorhpiov, Theodoret) ; (2) that even though the term iAaorjpiov, 
as applied to the cover of the ark, was certainly familiar to the readers from 
its use by the LXX., nevertheless this name, in its application to Christ, 
would come in here quite abruptly, without anything in the context prepar- 
ing the way for it or leading to it ; (8) that tpoé%ero would in that case be 
inappropriate, because the ark of the covenant, in the Holy of Holies, was 
removed from the view of the people ; (4) that, if Christ were really thought 
of here as N93, the following eic évderEw tie Stxacocbhvye avrov would be 
inappropriate, since the 1053 must have appeared rather as the évdertic of 
the divine grace (comp. Heb. iv. 16) ; (5) and lastly, that the conception of 
Christ as the antitype of the cover of the ark is found nowhere else in the 
whole N. T., although there was frequent opportunity for such expression ; 
and it is therefore to be assumed that it did not belong to the apostolic modes 
of viewing and describing the atoning work of Christ. Moreover, if itis ob- 
jected that this interpretation is unsuitable, because Christ, who shed His own 
blood, could not be the cover of the ark sprinkled with foreign blood, it is on 
the other hand to be remembered that the Crucified One sprinkled with His 
own blood might be regarded as the cover of the ark with the same propri- 
ety as Christ offering His own blood is regarded in the Epistle to the He- 
brews as High Priest. If, on the other side, it is objected to the interpre- 
tation evpiatory offering (see Philippi), that it does not suit zpoéSero because 
Christ offered Himself as a sacrifice to God, but God did not present Him 
as such to humanity, the objection is untenable, since the idea that God 
has given Christ to death pervades the whole N. T.—not that God has there- 
by offered Christ as a sacrifice, which is nowhere asserted, but that He has 
set forth before the eyes of the universe Him who is surrendered to the world 
by the very fact of His offering Himself asa sacrifice in obedience to the 
Father’s counsel, as such actually and publicly, namely, on the cross. An 
exhibition through preaching (as Philippi objects) is not to be thought of, 
but rather the divine act of redemption which took place through the sacri- 
ficial death on Golgotha, — dvd rice ricrewc] may be connected either with 
mpoédero (Philippi, following older writers) or with {Aacrfpiov (Riickert, 
Matthias, Ewald, Hofmann, Morison, and older expositors). The latter is 
the right construction, since faith, as laying hold of the propitiation, is the 
very thing by which the itacrfpiov set forth becomes subjectively effective ; 
but not that whereby the setting forth itself, which was an objective fact 
independent of faith, has been accomplished.’ Hence : as a sacrifice’ pro- 


1 Even had no one believed on the Cruci- view of the divine zpéyrwcts could not 
fied One—a contingency indeed, which in really occur—He would still have been set 
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ducing the tdoxeoSar through faith. Without faith the iAaorfpiv would not 
be actually and in result, what it is in itself ;.for it does not reconcile the 
unbeliever. —év 76 abrod aiuatc] belongs to zpoéPero «.7.A. God has set 
forth Christ as an effectual expiatory offering through faith by means of His 
blood ; z.e. in that He caused Him to shed His blood, in which lay objectively 
the strength of the atonement.’ Observe the position of airod : ‘‘ quem 
proposuit dpsius sanguine.” Kriiger, § 47, 9,12. Comp. xi. 11; Tit. iii. 
5; 1 Thess. ii. 19; Heb. ii. 4a/. Oomp. ver. 24. Still év 7. adr. ai, is not 
to be joined with iAaorfpiov in such a way as to make it the parallel of 
dia t. riot. (Wolf, Schrader, Kéllner, Reithmayr, Matthias, Mehring, Hof- 
mann, Mangold, and others) ; for ei¢ évdecEw x.7.A. requires that év r. air. aip. 
shall be the element defining more closely the divine act of the xpoéeto k.t.A., 
by which the divine righteousness. is apparent ; wherefore also év. r. ait ain. 
is placed immediately before cic évdecEw x.7.2., and not before iAaorf#piov 
{against Hofmann’s objection). Other writers again erroneously make év 
: . aiare dependent on ricrewe (Luther, Calvin, Beza, Seb. Schmid, and 
others ; also Koppe, Klee, Flatt, Olshausen, Tholuck, Winzer, and Morison), 
joining d:a r. ior. likewise to lAacrhpiov : through faith on His blood. In that 
case éy would not be equivalent to eic, but would indicate the basis of faith 
(see on Gal. iii. 26) ; nor can the absence of the article after zicr. be urged 
against this rendering (see on Gal. /.c.) : but the év r@ avr. ai. becomes in 
this connection much too subordinate a point. Just by means of the shedding 
of His blood was the setting forth of Christ for a propitiatory offering accom- 
plished ; in order that through this utmost, highest, and holiest sacrifice of- 
fered for the satisfaction of the divine justice—through the blood of Christ— 
that justice might be brought to light and demonstrated. From this connec- 
tion also we may easily understand why év 76 air. aiyz., which moreover, fol- 
lowing iAaorhpvov, was a matter of course, is added at all ; though in itself un- 
necessary and self-evident, it is added with all the more weight, and in fact 
with solemn emphasis. For just in the blood of Christ, which God has not 
spared, lies the proof of His righteousness, which He has exhibited through 
the setting forth of Christ as an expiatory sacrifice ; that shed blood has at 
once satisfied His justice, and demonstrated it before the whole world. 
On the atoning, actually sin-effacing power of the blood of Christ, according 
to the fundamental idea of Ley. xvii. 11 (compare Heb. ix. 22), see v. 9; 
Matt. xxvi. 28; Acts xx. 28; Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14; Rev. v. 9 al. ; 2 Cor. 
v. 14, 21; Gal. iii, 18 al. Comp. Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 270 ff., 584 f. 
Reiche considers that dua rye rior. should be coupled with duxawby., and 


dy... . laor. should be a parenthesis, whilst év r. air. aiz. is to be co- 


forth as a propitiatory offering, though this 
offering would not have subjectively ben- 
efited any one. 

1This év 76 adrod aipare secures at all 
events to the Apostle’s utterance the con- 
ception of a sacrifice atoning, é.e. doing 
away the guilt, whichever of the existing 
explanations of the word iAaorypiov we may 
adopt. This also applies against Rich. 


Schmidt 7.c., according to whom (comp. 
Sabatier, p. 262 f.) the establishment of the 
iAacrHpcov consisted in God actually passing 
sentence on sin itself in the flesh of His 
Son, and wholly abolishing it as an object- 
ive power exercising dominion over hu- 
manity—consequently in the destruction of 
the sin principle. Regarding viii. 8 see on 
that passage. 
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ordinated with the dia r. rior. But by this expedient the discourse is only 
rendered clumsy and overladen. — cic évdeié. r. dix. avtov] purpose of God in 
the mpoéSeto. . . The dixarocbvy is righteousness, as is required by 
the context (da tr. rdpeow .. . . év TH dvoyh T. Geov), not : truth (Ambro- 
siaster, Beza, Turretin, Hammond, Locke, Bohme), or goodness (Theodoret, 
Grotius, Semler, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Morus, Reiche, also Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 185)—significations which the word never bears. It does not 
even indicate the holiness (Fritzsche, feithmayr, Klaiber, Neander, Gurlitt 
in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1840, p. 975 ; Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 146 ff.) ; 
or the righteousness, including grace (Ritschl) ; or generally the Divine moral 
order of justice (Morison) ; or the self-equality of God in His bearing (Hof- 
mann) ; but in the strict sense the opposite of ddckoc in ver. 5, the judicial 
(more precisely, the punitive) righteousness (comp. Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde. 
I. p. 169 ff.), which had to find its holy satisfaction, but received that sat- 
isfaction in the propitiatory offering of Christ, and is thereby practically 
demonstrated and exhibited. On évdevéu, in the sense of practical proof, 
comp. 2 Cor. viii. 24, and on eic Eph. ll. 7: iva évdei=yra. Following ver. 
26, Chrysostom and others, including Krehl and Baumgarten-Crusius, take 
it unsatisfactorily as justifying righteousness. Anselm, Luther, Elsner, 
Wolf, and others, also Usteri, Winzer, van Hengel, and Mangold, hold that 
it is, as in ver. 21, the righteousness, that God gives. On the other hand, 
see the immediately following eic . . 
account of the passing by of sins that had previously taken place, i.e. because He 
had allowed the pre-Christian sins to go without punishment, whereby His 
righteousness had been lost sight of and obscured,’ and therefore came to 
need an évdecErc for men.? Thus the atonement accomplished in Christ be- 
came the ‘‘ divine Theodicée for the past history of the world” (Tholuck), 
and, in view of this évdevEvc, that mapecic ceases to be an enigma. — rdpeoic, 
which occurs only here in the N. T.* ; erroneously explained by Chrysostom 
as equivalent to véxpworc, is distinguished from d¢gecre in so far as the omis- 
sion of punishment is conceived in rdpeore as a letting pass (irepiddv, Acts 
xvii. 30; comp. xiv. 16), in dgeove (Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14) as a letting free. 
Since Paul, according to Acts J.¢., regarded the non-punishment of pre- 
Christian sins as an ‘‘ overlooking” (comp. Wisd. xi. 23), we must consider 
the peculiar expression, rdpeovc, here as purposely chosen. Comp. rapiévar, 
Ecclus. xxiii. 2. If he had written ddeove, the idea would be, that God, 
instead of retaining those sins in their category of guilt (comp. John xx. 
23), had let them free, i.e. had forgiven them. He has not forgiven 


. aipare. 


. . Oikatov. — da Tv Tapecty K.T.A.] On 


1 Compare J. Miiller, v. d, Stinde, 1. p. 352, 
ed, 5. 

2 The explanation that ‘da here indicates 
that, wheredy the ducaoovvy manifests it- 
self’? (Reiche ; so also Benecke, Koppe, and 
older expositors) is incorrect, just because 
Paul in all cases (even in viii. 1iand Gal. iv. 
18) makes a sharp distinction between dud 
with the accusative and with the genitive. 
This interpretation has arisen from the er- 


roneous conception of Sicacoovvy (as good- 
ness or truth). 

3 See however Dionys. Hal. vii. 37 ; Phalar. 
Mpist. 114; Xen. de praef. eg. 7,10; and 
Fritzsche in loc. ; Loesner, p. 249. : 

4 In adeors the guilt and punishment are 
cancelled ; in wépeors both are tacitly or ex- 
pressly left undealt with, but in their case 
it may be said that ‘‘ométtance is not acquit- 
tance,” For the idea of forgiveness abeots 
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them, however, but only let them go unpunished (comp. 2 Sam. xxiv. 10), 
neglevit. The wrath of God, which nevertheless frequently burst forth 
(comp. i. 17 ff.) in the ages before Christ over Jews and Gentiles (for Paul, 
in his perfectly general expressions, has not merely the former in view), 
was not an adequate recompense counterbalancing the sin, and even in- 
creased it G. 24 ff.) ; so that God’s attitude to the sin of the time before 
Christ, so long as it was not deleted either by an adequate punishment, or 
by atonement, appears on the wholedis a letting pass (comp. Acts xiv. 16) and 
overlooking. As the correlative of rdpeocc, there is afterwards appropriately 
named avoy (comp. ii. 4), not ydpic, for the latter would correspond to 
ageorc, Eph. i. 7. —The pre-Christian sins are not those of individuals prior 
to their conversion (Mechring and earlier expositors), but the sum of the 
sins of the world before Christ. The idacrfpiov of Christ is the epoch and 
turning-point in the world’s history (comp. Acts xvii. 80, xiv. 16.) —év 7 
avoxy T. Qeov] in virtue of the forbearance (tolerance, comp. ii. 4) of God,? 
contains the ground which is the motive of the rdpeoic. It is not to be at- 
tached to zpoyey. (Oecumenius, Luther, and many others ; also Riickert, 
Gurlitt, Ewald, van Hengel, Ritschl, and Hofmann), which would yield the 
sense with or ‘‘ during the forbearance of God.” Against this view we may 
urge the very circumstance that the time when the sins referred to took 
place is already specified by zpoyeyovérwv, and expressed in a way simply 
and fully corresponding with the contrast of the viv karpdc that follows, as 
well as the special pertinent reason, that our mode of connecting év r. avoyq 
tT. ©. with did tr. rdpeow «.7.2. brings out more palpably the antithetical re- 
lation of this répecice to the divine dicacoctvy. Moreover, as avoyq is a moral 
attribute, the temporal conception of év is neither indicated nor appropriate. 
What is indicated and appropriate is simply the use, so common, of éy in 
the sense of the ethical ground. Reiche connects év rq avoyq 7. Ocov with 
elc évd. T. dux. adt., making it co-ordinate with the did . “the 
dikatocbvy showed itself positively in the forgiveness of sins, negatively in 
the postponement of judgment.” Incorrect, on account of the erroneous 
explanation of did and dicaioo. thus necessitated.—Our whole interpretation 
of the passage from é:d r. zépeovv to Ocov is not at variance (as Usteri thinks) 
with Heb. ix. 15 ; for, if God has allowed pre-Christian sins to pass, and 
then has exhibited the atoning sacrifice of Christ in proof of His righteous- 
ness, the death of Christ must necessarily be the Atrpov for the transgres- 
sions committed under the old covenant, but passed over for the time being. 
But there is nothing in our passage to warrant the reference to the sins of 
the people of Israel, as in Heb. J.c. (in oppbsition to Philippi). 


£ 
 QUGpT. s 


and a¢uévar alone form the standing mode 
_of expression in the N. T. And beyond 


doubt (in opposition to the view of Luther | 


and others, and recently Mangold) Paul 
would here have used this form, had he in- 
tended to convey that idea. The mdépeors is 
intermediate between pardon and punish- 
ment. Compare Ritschl in the Jahrod. f. D. 
Th, 1863, p. 501. ‘ 


1 Paul writes @cod, not again av’rot, be- 
cause he utters the da thy mdpeow.... 
@cod from his own standpoint, so that the 
subject is presented objectively. Comp. Xen. 
Anabd.i. 9,15. But even apart from this the 
repetition of the noun instead of the pro- 
noun is of very frequent occurrence in all 
Greek authors, and also in the N. T. (Winer, 
p. 186 [E. T. 144]). 
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Ver. 26. Ipd¢ rip évdeév] Resumption of the cig évdewsw in ver. 25, and 
that without the 6é, ver. 22 (comp. on Luke i. 71); while cic is exchanged 
for the equivalent zpéc unintentionally, as Paul in ver. 30, and also frequent- 
ly elsewhere (comp. on Eph. i. 7 and Gal. ii. 16) changes the prepositions.’ 
The article, however (see the critical notes), serves to set forth the definite, 
historically given évderEic, which is in accord with the progress of the repre- 
sentation ; for Paul desires to add now with corresponding emphasis the 
historical element év 76 viv arp not previously mentioned. The resumption 
is in itself go obvious, and also in such entire harmony with the emphasis 
laid upon the évderéee THe dixacoobvy¢ abrod as the chief point, that for this very 
reason the interpretation of Rtickert and Gurlitt (comp. Beza), which joins 
xpo¢ tay e&vdeEw K.t.2. With did tr. wapeow . . . . cov, and takes it as the 
aim of the rdpeoue or the dvoyi (Baumgarten-Crusius ; comp. Hofmann and 
Th. Schott), at once falls to the ground. Mehring, rendering rpé¢ in réf- 
erence to or in view of, understands the dvxacocbvy in ver. 26 to mean imputed 
righteousness, and finds the évdeEv¢ of the latter, ver. 26, in the resurrection 
of Jesus ; but a decisive objection to his view is that Paul throughout gives 
no hint whatever that his expressions in ver. 26 are to be taken in any other 
sense than in ver. 25 ; and a reference to the resurrection in particular is 
here quite out of place ; the passage goes not beyond the atoning death of 
Christ. — elc¢ rd elvas x.7.4. cannot stand in an epexegetical relation to the 
previous eic évdevEw x.7.A. because that évdecéce has in fact already been doubly 
expressed, but now the further element xai dixawoitvra «.t.2. is added, which 
first brings into full view the teleology of the iAaorfpiov. ec Td eivar x.T.A. is 
therefore the definition presenting the final aim of the whole affirmation 
from év rpoédero to xacp@. It is its keystone : that He may be just and justi- 
Sying the believers, which is to be taken as the intended result (comp. on ver. 
4): in order that, through the iAaorfpiov of Christ, arranged in this way and 
for this évdectvc, He may manifest Himself as One who is Himself righteous, 
and who makes the believer righteous (comp. iAaorijp. dia t. rictewc, ver. 25). 
He desires to be both, the one not without the other. The elvac however is 
the being in the appearance corresponding to it. The ‘‘ estimation of the 
moral public’ (Morison) only ensues as the consequence of this. Regarding 
tov ék miot. Comp. On ol éF épvdeiac, ii. 8. The aitév however has not the 
force of ipse or even alone (Luther), seeing it is the subject of the two predi- 
cations dixaiov x. dixacoivra ; but it is the simple pronoun of the third person. 
Were we to render with Matthias and Mehring? xa? ducawitvra : even when He 
justifies, the «ai would be very superfluous and weakening ; Paul would have 
said dixavov dccaovvta, or would have perhaps expressed himself pointedly by 
Jikacov x. dixavobvra adixoug év riotewg "I. Observe further that the justus et jus- 
tificans, in which lies the swmmum paradoxon evangelicum as opposed to the 
O. T. justus et condemnans (according to Bengel), finds its solution and its 
harmony with the O. T. in rdv éx wicrewc (see chap. iv., i. 17). The Roman 
Catholic explanation of inherent righteousness (see especially Reithmayr) is 
here the more inept. It is also to be remarked that according to vv. 24-26 


1 Comp, Kiihner, II. 1, p. 475 f. ? They are joined by Ernesti, Hihik d. Ap. P. p. 32. 
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grace was the determining ground in God, that prompted Him to permit the 
atonement. He purposed thereby indeed the revelation of His righteousness ; 
but to the carrying out of that revelation just thus, and not otherwise, 
namely, through the thaoripuv of Christ, He was moved by His own Na pte. 
Moreover the évdecEve of the divine righteousness which took place through the 
atoning death of Christ necessarily presupposes the satisfactio vicaria of the 
iAaotnpiov. Hofmann’s doctrine of atonement (compensation) ! does not per- 
mit the simple and—on the basis of the O. T. conception of atoning sacrifice 
—historically definite ideas of vv. 25, 26, as well as the unbiassed and clear 
representation of the aro2trpwow in ver. 24 (comp. the Abrpov avri, Matt. 
xx. 28, and dvridvrpor, 1 Tim. ii. 6) to subsist alone with it. On the other 
hand these ideas and conceptions given in and homogeneously pervading the 
entire N. T., and whose meaning can by no means be evaded, exclude the 
theory of Hofmann, not merely in form but also in substance, as a deviation 
evading and explaining away the N. T. type of doctrine, with which the 
point of view of a ‘‘defalling,” the category in which Hofmann invariably 
places the death of Jesus, is especially at variance. And Faith in the aton- 
ing death has not justification merely ‘in its train” (Hofmann in loc.), but 
justification takes place subjectively through faith (vv. 22, 25), and indeed in 
such a way that the latter is reckoned for righteousness, iv. 5, consequently 
immediately (e&aidvnc, Chrysostom). 

Ver. 27. Paul now infers (oiv) from vv. 21-26—in lively interchange of 
question and answer, like a victor who has kept the field—that Jewish 
boasting (not human boasting generally, Fritzsche, Kreh!, Th. Schott) is 
excluded.* [See Note XXXIV. p. 149.] The article indicates that which 


1**Tn consequence of man’s having allowed 
himself to be induced through the working 
of Satan to sin, which made him the object 
of divine wrath, the Triune God, in order 
that He might perfect the relation consti- 
tuted by the act of creation between Him- 
self and humanity into a complete fellow- 
ship of love, has had recourse to the most 
extreme antithesis of Father and Son, which 
was possible without self-negation on the 
part of God, namely, the antithesis of the 
Father angry at humanity on account of 
sin, and of the Son belonging in sinlessness 
to that humanity, but approving Himself 
under all the consequences of its sin even 
unto the transgressor’s death that befell 
Him through Satan’s agency ; so that, after 
Satan had done on Him the utmost which he 
was able to do to the sinless One in conse- 
quence of sin, without obtaining any other 
result than His final standing the test, the 
relation of the Father to the Son was now 
a relation of God to the humanity begin- 
ning anew in the Son—a relation no longer 
determined by the sin of the race spring- 
ing from Adam, but by the righteousness 
of the Son.’??” Hofmann in the Hr. Zettschr. 
1856, p. 179 f. Subsequently (see espec. 


Schriftb. Tl. 1, p. 186 ff.) Hofmann has sub- 
stantially adhered to his position. See the 
literature of the entire controversy car- 
ried on against him, especially by Philippi, 
Thomasius, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Schneider, 
Weber, given by the latter, vom Zorne 
Gottes, p. xliii. ff. ; Weizsicker in the Jahrb. 
f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 154 ff. It is not to 
the ecclesiastical doctrine, but to Schleier- 
macher’s, and partially also Mencken’s sub- 
jective representation of it, that Hofmann’s 
theory, although in another form, stands 
most nearly related. Comp. on ver. 24: 
and for a more detailed account Ritschl, 
Rechtfertigung und Versdhnung, 1870, I. p. 


569 ff., along with his counter-remarks 


against Hofmannat p. 575 ff. As to keeping 
the Scriptural notion of imputed right- 
eousness clear of all admixture with the 
moral change of the justified, see also Kést- 
lin in the Jahrb. fiir Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 
105 ff., 118 ff., Gess, in the same, 1857, p. 679 
ff., 1858, p. 718 ff., 1859, p. 467 ff. ; compared 
however with the observations of Philippi 
in his Glaubenslehre, iv. 2, p. 237 ff., 2nd edi- 
tion. 

2 Hofmann’s misconception of ver. 9 still 
affects him, so as to make him think here 


* 
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is known, and has been before mentioned (ii. 17 ff.), looking back to vv. 9 
and 1.—7ov] As it were, seeking that which has vanished from the sphere 
of vision, Luke viii: 25; 1 Cor. i. 20, xv. 55; 1 Pet. iv. 18; 2 Pet. iti. 4; 
also frequently used thus by classic writers. — The xabynovc is not the object 
of boasting (Reiche), which would be xabynua, but the vaunting itself, which 
is presented with vivid clearness as that which no longer exists. — éfexAeio- 
On| ob« ére yopav eer, Theodoret. — dia roiov vépuov ;| scil. é&exreiodn, not 
duxatopueda, which Mehring, following Michaelis, wholly without logical 
ground wishes to be supplied. The exclusion, namely, must necessarily 
have ensued through a Jaw no longer allowing the xabynore ; but through 
what sort of a law ? of what nature is it? Is it one that demands works ? 
No, but a law of faith. In these attributes lies the rovérn¢ of the law, which 
is the subject of inquiry. This cannot have the quality of the Mosaic law, 
which insists upon works, but thereby fosters and promotes the parade of 
work-righteousness (ii. 17) ; it must, on the contrary, be a law that requires 
faith, as is done by the Christian plan of salvation, which prescribes the 
renunciation of all merit through works, and requires us to trust solely in 
the grace of God in Christ. The Christian plan of salvation might be in- 
cluded under the conception of a véuoc, because the will of God is given in 
it by means of the Gospel (comp. 1 John iii. 23), just as in the O. T. revela- 
tion by means of the Mosaic law. And the expression was necessary in the 
connection, because the question dvd roiov véuov ; required both the old and 
new forms of the religious life to be brought under the one conception of 
vouoc. Therefore the literal sense of véuoc remains unchanged, and it is 
neither doctrine (Melanchthon and many others) nor religious economy. 
Comp. ix. 31. 

Ver. 28 gives the ground of the obyi k.7.2. — Aoyifduea] odx ext audsBortac 
Aéyerae (Theodore of Mopsuestia) : censemus, we deem, as in ii. 8, viii. 18 ; 
2 Cor, xi. 5. The matter is set down as something that has now been 
brought between Paul and his readers to a common ultimate judgment, 
whereby the victorious tone of ver. 27 is not damped (as Hofmann objects), 
but is on the contrary confidently sealed. —ricre:] On this, and not on 
dexacovoFac (Th, Schott, Hofmann), lies the emphasis in accordance with the 
entire connection ; ywplc épy. véuov is correlative. Paul has conceived Joy. 
y. duc. together, and then placed first the word which has the stress ; compare 
the critical observations. The dative denotes the procuring cause or medi- 
um, just like dvd riorewc. Bernhardy, p. 101 f. The word ‘‘alone,” added 
by Luther—formerly an apple of distord between Catholics and Lutherans 
(see the literature in Wolf)—did not belong to the translation as such, but 
is in explanation justified by the context, which in the way of dilemma ‘cuts 
off all works utterly” (Luther), and by the, connection of the Pauline doc- 
trinal system generally, which excludes also the fides formata.? All fruit 
of faith follows justification by faith ; and there are no degrees in justifica- 


of Christian xavxnors. Comp., forthe right ‘only through faith.” 

view, especially Chrysostom. 2 See Form. Cone. p. 585 f., 691. Comp. on 
1 Luther has not added itin Gal. ii. 16, Gal. ii, 16, Osiander in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche 

where the Niirnberg Bible of 1483 reads Theol. 1868, p. 703 f. ; Morison in doc. 
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tion.’— yupie épy. vduov] Without the co-operation therein of works of the 
law (ver. 20), which, on the contrary, remain apart from all connection with 
it. Comp. ver. 21.— On the quite general aviporov, @ man, comp. Chrysos- 
tom : rq oixounéry Tac Ybhpac dvoiag ti¢ owrnpiac, dno, av¥pwrov, Td KoLvov THe 
dbaewc bvoua etc, See afterwards repitoupy . . . . Kat adxpoBvor., ver. 30. 
Comp. Gal. ii. 16. 

Ver. 29. Or—in case what has just been asserted in ver. 28 might still be 
doubted—is it only Jews to whom God belongs ? and not also Gentiles? He 
must, indeed, have only been a God for the Jews, if He had made justifica- 
tion conditional on works of the law, for in that case it could only be 
destined for Jews,? insomuch as they only are the possessors of the law. 
Consequently vv. 29, 30 contain a further closing thought, crowning the 
undoubted accuracy of the confidently expressed AoyiféueSa «.7.2. in ver. 28. 
The supplying of a predicative Oeé¢ (Hofmann, Morison, and earlier expos- 
itors) is superfluous, since the prevailing usage of eivai tivoc is amply suf- 
ficient to make it intelligible, and it is quite as clear from the context that 
the relationship which is meant is that of being God to the persons in 
question.—How much the va? xa? é9v6v, said without any limitation whatever 
—in their case, as with Iovdaiwr, God is conceived as protecting them, and 
guiding to salvation—run counter to the degenerate theocratic exclusive- 
ness.* But Paul speaks in the certain assurance, which had been already 
given by the prophetic announcement of Messianic bliss for the Gentiles, 
but which he himself had received by revelation (Gal. i. 16), and which the 
Roman church, a Pauline church, itself regarded as beyond doubt. 

Ver. 30 is to be divided from the previous one merely by a comma. Re- 
garding éreirep, whereas (in the N. T. only here) introducing something 
undoubted, see Hermann, ad Viger. p. 786 ; Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 342 
f.; Baeumlein, p. 204.—The wnity of God implies that He is God, not merely 
of the Jews, but also of the Gentiles ; for otherwise another special Deity 
must rule over the Gentiles, which would do away with monotheism. — é¢ 
Sixatdoer|] who shall (therefore) justify. This exposition contains that which 
necessarily follows from the unity of God, in so far as it conditions for both 
parties one mode of justification (which however must be yepic épywv, ver. 
28). For Jewsas well as for Gentiles He must have destined the way of 
righteousness by faith as the way of salvation. The future is neither put 
for dicacot (Grotius, and many others), nor to be referred with Beza and 
Fritzsche to the time of the final judgment, nor to be taken as the future of 
inference (Riickert, Mehring, Hofmann), but is to be understood as in ver. 
20 of every case of justification to be accomplished. Erasmus rightly says, 
‘“‘Respexit enim ad eos, qui adhuc essent in Judaismo seu paganismo.”— 
The exchange of é« and did is to be viewed as accidental, without real dif- 
ference, but also without the purpose of avoiding misconception (Mehring). 
Comp. Gal. ii. 16, iii. 8 ; Eph. ii. 8. Unsuitable, especially for the impor- 


1 Comp. Riggenbach (against Romang)in _ they would cease to be Gentiles. 

the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 227 ff. 3See on Matt. iii. 9, and in Eisenmen- 
2Not for the Gentiles also, unless they _—_ger’s entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 587 f. 

become proselytes to Judaism, whereby 
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tant closing thought, is the view of Calvin, followed by Jatho, that there 
is an irony in the difference : ‘‘ Si quis vult habere differentiam gentilis a 
Judaeo, hanc habeat, quod ille per fidem, hic vero ew fide justitiam con- 
sequitur.” Theodore of Mopsuestia, Wetstein, Bengel, Hofmann, and 
others explain it by various other gratuitous suggestions ;> van Hengel is 
doubtful—The interchange of xicrewe and ric rior. (from faith through the 
faith), in which the qualitative expression advances to the concrete with the 
article, is also without special design, as similar accidental interchanges 
often occur in parallel clauses (Winer, p. 110 [E. T. 116]). 

Ver. 81—iv. 24. The harmony of the doctrine of justification by faith with 
the law, illustrated by what is said in the law regarding the justification of 
Abraham.—The new chapter should have begun with ver. 31, since that 
verse contains the theme of the following discussion. If we should, with 
Augustine, Beza, Calvin, Melanchthon, Bengel, and many others, including 
Flatt, Tholuck, Kéllner, Riickert, Philippi, van Hengel, Umbreit, and Meh- 
ring, assume that at iv. 1 there is again introduced something new, so that 
Paul does not carry further the véuov icréuev, v. 31, but in iv. 1 ff. treats of 
a new objection that has occurred to him at the moment, we should then 
have the extraordinary phenomenon of Paul as it were dictatorially dismiss- 
ing an objection so extremely important and in fact so very naturally suggest- 
ing itself, as vduov ody Karapyoimev x.t.A., merely by an opposite assertion, 
and then immediately, like one who has not a clear case, leaping away to 
something else. The more paradoxical in fact after the foregoing, and 
especially after the apparently antinomistic concluding idea in ver. 30, the 
assertion véuov ictouev must have sounded, the more difficult becomes the 
assumption that it is merely an anticipatory declaration abruptly interposed 
(see especially Philippi, who thinks it is enlarged on at vil. 1 ff.); and the 
less can ver. 20, dud y. véuov éxtyvwore auapt. be urged as analogous, since 
that proposition had really its justification there in what preceded. Accord- 
ing to Th. Schott, vduoc is not meant to apply to the Mosaic law at all, but 


1 Bengel : ‘ Judaei pridem in fide fuerant; 
gentiles fidem ab illis recens nacti erant.”’ 
Comp. Origen. Similarly Matthias: in the 


the means, by which God, who works it, 
helps to righteousness. This amounts toa 
subjective invention of subtleties which 


ease of the circumcised faith appears as the 
ground, in that of the uncircumcised as the 
means of justification; é« maior. signifies: 
because they believe, dua 7. wior: if they be- 
lieve. In the case of the circumcised faith 
is presupposed as covenant-faithfulness. 
Comp. also Bisping. According to Hof- 
mann, Paul is supposed to have said in the 
ease of the circumcised in consequence of 
Jaith, because these wish to become right- 
eous in consequence of legal works ; but in 
the case of the uncircumcised by means of 
faith, because with the latter no other pos- 
sible way of becoming righteous was con- 
ceivable. In the former instance faith is the 
preceding condition ; in the latter the faith 
existing for the purpose of justification 
(therefore accompanied by the article) is 


are equally incapable of proof as of refuta- 
tion, but which are all the more groundless, 
seeing that Paul is fond of such inter- 
changes of prepositions in setting forth the 
same relation (comp. ver. 25 f., and on 2 Cor. 
jii. 11, and Eph. i. 7). How frequent are 
similar interchanges also in classic authors | 
Moreover, in our passage the stress is by 
no means on the prepositions (Hofmann), 
but on weptrounyy and axpoBvoriay. And as 
to the variation of the prepositions, Augus- 
tine has properly observed (de Spir. et lit. 
29) that this interchange serves non ad 
aliquam differentiam, but ad varietatem locu- 
tionis. Comp, on ék mictews duxacody (hete 
said of Jews) also of Gentiles, Gal. iii. 8; 
Rom. ix. 30, and generally i. 17. 
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to the fact that, according to ver. 27, faith is a vduoc, in accordance with 
which therefore Paul, when making faith a condition of righteousness, as- 
cribes to himself not abrogation of the law, but rather an establishment of 
it, setting up merely what God Himself had appointed as the method of 
salvation. The discourse would thus certainly have a conclusion, but by a 
jugglery’ with a word (véuo¢c) which no reader could, after ver. 28, under- 
stand in any other sense than as the Mosaic law. Hofmann explains sub- 
stantially in the same way as Schott. He thinks that Paul conceives to 
himself the objection that in the doctrine of faith there might be found a 
doing away generally of all law, and now in opposition thereto declares that 
that doctrine does not exclude, but includes, the fact that there is a divine 
order of human life (2). 

Ver. 31. (See Note XXXY. p. 150.) 0dv] The Apostle infers for himself 
from his doctrine of justification é riotewo .... yopie tpyov vdu0v—just 
discussed—a possible objection and reproach : Do we then make away with 
the law (render it invalid) through faith ? — véuov] emphatically put first, and 
here also to be understood neither of the moral law, nor of every law.in 
general, nor of the entire O. T., but, as is proved by the antithesis between 
vouoc and wiorce and the reference as bearing on ver. 28, of the Mosaic law. 
Comp. Acts xxi. 28, Gal. iv. 21 f. — dud ric rior. | t.€. thereby, that we assert 
Swith as the condition of justification. — vépuov iorépev] Not: we let the law 
stand (Matthias), but : we make it stand, we produce the result that it, so 
far from being ready to fall, in reality stands upright (BeBaovpev, Theodoret) 
in its authority, force, and obligation. Comp. 1 Macc. xiv. 29, ii. 27 ; Ec- 
cles. xliv. 20-22. This iordvew of the law, whereby there is secured to it sta- 
bility and authority instead of the xarapyeiod.a, takes place by means of (see ch. 
iv.) the Pauline doctrine demonstrating and making good the fact that, and 
the mode in which, justification by the grace of God through faith is already 
taught in the law, so that Paul and his fellow teachers do not come into antag- 
onism with the law, as if they desired to abolish and invalidate it by a new 
teaching, but, on the contrary, by their agreement with it, and by proving 
their doctrine from it, secure and confirm it in its position and essential 
character.*— The véuov icrauev, however, is so little at variance with the 
abrogation of the law as an institute of works obligatory in order to the becom- 
ing righteous, which has taken place through Christianity (x. 4; 2 Cor. ili. 
%: Gal. iii.; Rom. vii. 4; Gal. ii. 19; Col. ii. 14), that, on the contrary, 
the law had to fall in this aspect, in order that, in another aspect, the same 
law, so far as it teaches faith as the condition of the dicacoobvy, might be by 
the gospel imperishably confirmed in its authority, and even, according to 
Matth. v. 17, fudfilled. For in respect of this assertion of the value of faith 
the law and the gospel appear one. —If the véuov iorduev and its relation 
to the abrogation of the law be defined to mean that ‘‘ from faith proceeds 
the new obedience, and the love develops itself, which is the rAgjpaua védpov, 
xiii, 10” (Philippi ; comp. Riickert, Krehl, Umbreit, Morison), as Augus- 


1This objection in no way affects the very molov placed along with it requires the 
question 6.4 7ofov vduov, ver. 27 (in opposi- general notion of vopov. 
tion to Hofmann’s objection), where the 2 Comp. Weiss, Bidl. Theol. p. 333. 
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tine, Mclanchthon, who nevertheless mixes up with it very various elements, 
Luther, Calvin, Beza, Vatablus, Calovius, and others assumed (comp. also 
Apol. CO. A. p. 88, 223), the further detailed illustration of ch. iv. is quite 
as much opposed to this view, as it is to the interpretations which conceive 
the law as pedagogically leading to Christ (Grotius, Olshausen), or as fulfilled 
in respect of its object, which is justification by faith (Chrysostom, Oecume- 
nius, Theophylact, and others.') In the case of the two latter views, faith 
appears as something added to the law, which is just what Paul combats in 
ch. iv. On the form iorauev, from icrdw, see Matthiae, p. 482, Winer, p. 75 
[E. T. 78]. Still the iorévouey, recommended by Griesbach and adopted by 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, has preponderant attestation (so also %* ; but 
x** has iorauev), which is here decisive (in opposition to Fritzsche), espe- 
cially when we take into account the multitude of other forms in MSS. (ora- 
vouev, totapev, ovvicTapev, ovvioravouev et al.). 


Notes py AMERICAN EDITor. 
XXIII. Ver. 1. to repiccév. 


To meptoody is the superiority of the Jew over the Gentile, which was con- 
nected with the old covenant, and 7 o@éAeva the advantage which circumcision 
gave, as the sign of this superiority. To the Judaistic party of the Apostle’s 
day the position taken in ii. 25-29 would naturally seem to deny any superi- 
ority whatever ; and thus the objection was sure to arise, at this point, which 
the Apostle now proceeds to meet. He explains that the Jew stands at an ad- 
vantage in many points, which are summed up, indeed, in the possession of the 
O. T. Scriptures—and that this is the true meaning of that in which they 
gloried ; but that, in the matter of justification by works before God, they 
were on the same level with the Gentiles. All alike must fail of such justi- 
fication, because all alike had sinned. 


XXIV. Ver. 2. mpdrov piv yap x.7.2. 


The explanation given by Meyer of the omission of other points which would 
naturally follow the first is undoubtedly correct—that the writer was led away 
from his original intention by the question of ver. 3. We may believe, how- 
ever, that he did not return to the plan of enumerating the other advantages, 
after concluding the line of thought in vv. 3-8, because he felt that the one 
mentioned really involved in itself all the rest. 


XXV. Ver. 2. ra Adyra Tod Ocod. 


The oracles of God, in the sense here intended, are the O. T. Scriptures, 
viewed as containing the covenant of God with its law and promises, and not 
merely the Messianic prophetic utterances, The argument for the latter 
reference, which is founded on a supposed necessity of giving to azioria and 


TAQ VASA BOeE SE ; » Suara SAGA. an en . } = 
yap ndedev 6 véxos, TovTETTL Td Sikatoat  TeAeLol’ Quod yap TS MioTEvoa Tiva SixacodrTat, 
i" a ase ne ees 

dvdpwrov, ovx loxuae 5é rorjoat, ToUTO ) miamtg + Theophylact. 
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arm.oretv the sense of unbelief, is, as Weiss also intimates, unsound ; the contrary, 
being proved, as he says, by 2 Tim. ii. 13, The entire view of Meyer with 
regard to these words in this and the following verse is, as de Wette well re- 
marks, altogether opposed to the Apostle’s standpoint in these verses, which 
is outside of the Christian system, and to the connection with the preceding 
and following context, in which the’ transgressions of the law on the part of 
the Jews, and the judgment of God on purely legal principles, are under dis- 
cussion. 


XXVI. Ver. 3. ti ydp et Anlornody twee ; 


The more probable view of this verse is, that the Apostle anticipates a 
question which might be pressed by an opponent in the discussion—namely, 
does not this statement, that the Jews have the O. T., involve the admis- 
sion of ail that they claim (cf, o¥, ii. 3), for, surely, the want of faithfulness to 
the covenant on the part of some will not destroy God’s fidelity to His promise. 
To this latter point (ver. 3) he replies by the emphatic pz? yévorro, which involves 
two elements—a negative answer to the question, and an utter rejection of the 
thought as abhorrent to right feeling. It is to the second of these two elements 
| that ver. 4, with its Psalm-quotation, attaches itself. In a similar way, at ver. 
5, he again supposes a question suggesting itself from the other party: If, as 
is implied in ver. 4, God’s righteousness is even rendered conspicuous by their 
unrighteousness, does it not show injustice in God to inflict a penalty on those 
who thus contribute to His glory? To this question he replies with the same 
emphatic phrase, and attaches to the first of its two elements (see above), the 
following verses, which contain a confirmation of the negative. Such a posi- 
tion would do away with all Divine judgment, and would lead to the pernicious 
and untenable doctrine, that we may do evil that good may come. 


XXVIII. Vv. 5, 6. wy yévorro, —Kata avOperor. 


uh yévo.to is used by Paul only in the Epistles of the same section and class 
to which this Ep. belongs (Rom., Gal., Cor.), It always has the meaning given 
in the preceding note, and the connection of the following words with it may 
vary in different cases, as it does in this context. «ata dvOpwmov also occurs 
only in these Epistles—everywhere meaning, after the manner of a man outside 
of the Divine sphere. The particular signification, within the limits of this gen- 
eral sense, is determined in each instance by the context. 


XXVIIL. Ver. 5. pi) ddixog 6 ede. 


The Apostle is not to be regarded, in this passage (vv. 1-8), as introducing 
an opponent into his discourse, as if in a dialogue, or directly quoting his 
language. The form of the question in ver. 5, yi) dduxog x.T.A. is clear evidence 
of this, for the objector would have put the inquiry in the form which looks 
for an affirmative answer, and not, as here, for a negative one. On the other 
hand, he carries forward his entire argument in his own person, and formulates 
for himself the objections, difficulties, or questions which, as he conceives, 


might be presented. 
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XXIX. Ver. 9. mpoeyopeba. 


The explanation of rpoeyduefa, to which Meyer here refers, has in its favor 
the fact that the passage from Plutarch may be cited as justifying it, while no 
passage is found sustaining the interpretation given by Tholuck, de Wette, and 
others, or, where the verb stands without an obj. accusative, that given by 
Meyer himself. Every other argument which the case affords, however, seems 
to bear against this explanation--are we surpassed. (a) There is nothing in 
the preceding context, or in the position which Paul maintains anywhere, to 
suggest such a question. (6) His entire course of reasoning from ii. 1 onward 
is intended to show that the Jew is on a level with the Gentile in respect to 
justification by works, not that he stands on a lower position. (¢) The follow- 
ing verses do not harmonize with this view of the word. They do not set 
forth the proof that the Gentiles are not better than the Jews, but that the 
Jews are not better than the Gentiles. (d) Such a question would not readily 
come from the Jewish side. (e) Ver. 19 shows that in vv. 10-18 he had 
special reference to the Jews, and that his object in this passage is the same as 
that which he had in view in the previous chapter. This explanation, which 
is adopted in R. V. by the English revisers, must, accordingly, be rejected. 
The view of Meyer must also be set aside. It hasno greater support from 
usage than that of de Wette and A. V. Indeed, it is less difficult to suppose 
that the writer uses the middle voice of this verb, after the analogy of many 
other verbs, in the simple active sense, or, with Grimm and Philippi, as mean- 
ing have we an advantage for ourselves, than that he fails to insert tz, which is 
called for by Meyer’s view, and could so easily have been expressed. More- 
over, the following context is not suited to the question, Do we put forward 
anything in our defence (as Weiss ed. Mey. also agrees), while it is precisely 
adapted to the question, Have we any advantage or superiority? The American 
revisers have rightly favored this latter explanation (R. V., Appendix). The 
objection made by Meyer to this view of the word, that it is at variance with 
ver. 2, is without force, since, after showing that the possession of the O. T., 
though giving the Jews a superiority to the Gentiles in a certain degree, did not 
place them at any advantage in respect to the matter in discussion (i.e. the 
escaping the divine condemnation), it was most natural that the question 
should be renewed, Do the Jews have any real advantage in this vital point ? 
The view of Godet, that the verb means are we sheltered, seems to accord 
neither with usage nor with the context. 


XXX. Ver. 20. dudre && Epywv vduov, x.7.A. 


This verse is grammatically connected with the preceding, as Meyer explains. 
At the same time, the first part of the verse contains what is, in substance, a 
statement of the result of the foregoing argument, i. 18-iii. 19—namely, that 
from works of the law there is no justification for any one. This negative re- 
sult being reached, the positive conclusion follows without proof (see note on 
i. 17 above) in ver. 21 ff. The second part of the verse adds a confirmation of 
this negative statement, by pointing to the fact that the law leads to a full 
knowledge of sin—thus, to a very different end from justification. The author 
does not dwell on this latter point, as it is outside of the line of his present 
thought todo so, His purpose is answered here by the mere presentation of it. 
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XXXII. Ver. 21. vuvi d3 yople véuov dikavoodvvn K.7.A. 


In wy. 21, 22, the proposition of i. 17 is repeated, as now established. yap of 
the last clause of ver. 22 introduces this clause as connected with MaVvTac TOC 
moT.—all, for there is no distinction, and then ver, 23 is added in immediate 
connection with this ; there is no distinction, for (ydp, ver. 23) all sinned, etc. 
These clauses, in their relation to each other and to the entire preceding argu- 
ment, clearly show, that the distinction referred to is that between Jews and 
Gentiles, and that all means Jews as well as Gentiles, as opposed to Gentiles only. 
Vv. 23-26 are subordinate to vy. 21, 22 through these two particles (ydp) ; never- 
theless, in these verses thé writer incidentally and easily passes to a more full 
statement—almost a definition—of justification by faith. They constitute in 
one aspect, therefore, a very important part of this passage in which the origi- 
nal proposition is repeated. 


XXXII. Ver. 23. mavre¢ yap juaprov. 


This verb is translated in A, V. and R. V. have sinned. The aor. is to be ex- 
plained from the standpoint taken by the author :—the sinning is a thing defi- 
nitely past when the question of their present position before God is raised. 
Dr. Charles Hodge says on this word, as here used, ‘‘ The idea that all men 
now stand in the posture of sinners before God might be expressed either by 
saying all have sinned (and are sinners), or all sinned. The latter is the form 
adopted by the Apostle.’’ Cf., however, his view of the same verb and tense 
in v. 12. 

XXXITT. Ver. 24. dixacovpevor k.7.A. 


Sixatovpevor is, viewed grammatically, a circumstantial participle connected with 
dotepoovrat, According to the underlying thought, this word, with the following 
context, brings out the only method of justification for all who have sinned. 
In the explanation of the method thus given, we find (a) the gratuitous char- 
acter of the justification, dwpedv ; (b) the origin of it (here expressed, indeed, 
by the dat. instrum.) 77 aitov ydpute ; (c) the objective means, dua tHe aod ; (d) 
the subjective means, d:d miotews ; (e) the relation to it of Christ's sacrifice, 
mpoéGero iAacrypiov év TQ abr. aiwate ; (f) the reason for this sacrifice, cig évdertuv 
THC OLK, K.T.A 5 (g) the final purpose, ei¢ 76 elvac—’Inood. 


XXXIV. Ver. 27. rod obv 7 kavynorc. 


Two points should be noticed here. (1) The glorying alluded to in the pre- 
vious part of the Epistle is that of the Jews concerning the advantageous po- 
sition which they claimed for themselves as related to the judgment of God. 
This glorying, therefore, must be that which is intended by 7 xadyyow of this 
verse. (2) The question which is raised and answered respecting this glory- 
ing is introduced by the particle ov. It is, accordingly, suggested to the writ- 
er’s mind as a natural result of the immediately preceding verses (21-26). 
In view of these points, we must hold that Meyer’s understanding of this verse 
and those which follow (28-30) is correct, and that we have here an inference 
or corollary from the proposition, vv. 21, 22. This proposition, being estab- 
lished, carries with it the exclusion of all such Jewish boasting. Godet’s expla- 
nation, which makes vy. 27-31 a proof of the harmony of justification by 
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faith with the true meaning of the law (vv. 27, 28 showing that the gospel ex- 
cludes justification by works, as vv. 9-20 had already shown that the law ex- 
cluded it), is contrary to the indications of the passage as stated above, and is 
so artificial as to render it improbable. Weiss ed. Mey. agrees with Fritzsche 
and Schott in referring the xatynove to ‘* human glorying in general.’’ But this 
view is at variance with the points indicated above, 


XXXV. Ver. 31. véuov ody xatapyotpev k.T.A. 


We may determine the meaning and connection of this verse by the obser- 
vation of certain facts in the case. (1) vduov, as here found, immediately fol- 
lows véyov of ver. 28 (vv. 29, 30 being merely a proof of the statement of ver, 
28). The reference in the two cases must, therefore, be to the same law. In 
the former verse, however, inasmuch as it is connected with épyov and contrast- 
ed with riore:, vduov means the Mosaic law. The view of Hofmann, therefore 
(with whom, on this point, Weiss ed. Mey. apparently agrees), that the refer- 
ence in ver. 31 is to ‘‘a divine order in human life,’’ must be rejected. Hof- 
mann argues for his view from véuov of ver. 27, but the word is evidently there 
used in a peculiar sense, for the special purposes of that verse. Moreover, as 
vduov has there a connection with faith as well as with works (the one economy or 
system being contrasted with the other), the question of ver. 31, had this sense 
been intended, would hardly have been presented with véuov only ; it would 
have asked as to the doing away with any divine ordering, or all idea of divine 
ordering. (2) The next chapter discusses the case of Abraham; that is, it 
presents the proof of justification by faith which is derived from the fact that 
this was the system involved in the covenant with the father of the Jewish 
people. This is the same argument for the Pauline doctrine which is brought 
forward in the Epistle to the Galatians, chap. ili. vv. 6-10. The first half of 
this fourth chapter (vv. 3-12) corresponds very closely with Gal. iii. 6, 7, and 
the second half, ver. 13 ff. with Gal. iii. 8-10. Following the more general 
argument (i. 18—iii. 30) we have, therefore, that which comes from the older 
Scriptures ; and between the two this verse is inserted. This position of the 
new question and its answer indicates that they are designed by the writer to 
be in the direct line of his argument, and thus that they open the way for 
the fourth chapter. The view of Shedd, Hodge, Philippi, Morison, and others, 
that the question has reference to a nullification of the law in its moral obli- 
gation, or that the Apostle’s reply defends the faith-system from the charge of 
having an antinomian tendency, is accordingly excluded. This view of these 
writers is also rendered improbable by the fact alluded to by Meyer, that, if it 
be adopted, we must regard the Apostle as having raised an objection of a very 


serious character, which he dictatorially dismisses with no proof of his neg- 
ative answer. 
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CHAPTER’ Iv. 


Ver. 1. ’ABpady . . . ebpnxévac] Lachm. and Tisch. (8) read etpyx, ’ABp. rév 
mpomaropa 7juov, which Griesb. also approved. This position of the words has 
indeed preponderant attestation (AC DE FG 8, min., Copt. Arm. Vulg, It. 
and several Fathers), but may be suspected of being a transposition intended to 
connect «card odpxa with rév rarépa fu., as in fact this construction was prey- 
alent among the ancients. mpordropa (Lachm.) though attested by A B C* &, 
5, 10, 21, 137, Syr. Copt. Arm. Aeth. and Fathers, appears all the more proba- 
bly a gloss, since rarépa here is not used in a spiritual sense as it is afterwards 
in vy. 11, 12, 17, 18. — Ver. 11. repitouijc] Griesb. recommended repitoyjv, which 
however is only attested by A. C*, min., Syr. utr. Arm. and some Fathers ; and 
on account of the adjoining aceusatives very easily slipped in, especially in 
the position after é%a8e.— Kai adroic] cai is wanting in A B &*, min. Ar, pol. 
Vulg. ms. Orig. in schol. Cyr. Damasc, Condemned by Mill and Griesb., 
omitted by Lachm, and Tisch. (8). But after the final syllable NAJ the xai, 
not indispensable for the sense, was very easily overlooked, On the other hand 
the ground assumed for its addition, by Reiche, that ‘‘ the copyists would not 
have the Jews altogether excluded,” cannot be admitted as valid, because in 
fact the Jews are immediately after, ver. 12, expressly included. — The article 
before dixacoctivnv, which Tisch, (8) has omitted, has preponderant attestation. 
Its omission is connected with the old reading (A) ei¢ dtxacoodvyv (comp. ver. 9, 
v. 3). Ver. 12. rij¢ év tH axpoB. nior.]. The reading rio mlor. rig év Tt. axpof., 
recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Scholz, lacks the authority of most 
and the best uncials, and seems a mechanical alteration after ver. 11. The 
article rj however is, with Tisch. in accordance with decisive testimony, to be 
deleted, and to be regarded as having been likewise introduced from ver. 11 (not 
as omitted after ver. 10, as Fritzsche thinks). — Ver. 15. od yép] A BC &*, min., 
Copt. Syr. p. (in margin), Theodoret, Theophyl. Ambr. Ruf. read od 6é. 
Recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. Fritzsche, Tisch. (8). An 
alteration, occasioned by the contrast on failing to perceive the appropriateness 
of meaning in the ydp. — Ver. 17. érictevoe] F G and some vss. and Fathers 
read éxiorevoac (so Luther). The xarévavte od x.7.2. was still regarded as belong- 
ing to the passage of Scripture. — Ver. 19. od] Wanting in ABCS, 67**, 93, 
137, Syr. Erp. Copt. Chrys. Damasc. Julian. Condemned by Griesb, and 
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. (8), But this omission of the od, as well as the 
very weakly attested ¢ and licet, manifestly arose from incorrectly having re- 
gard here to Gen. xvii. 17 (as is done even by Buttmann, neu. Gr. p. 305 f, 
[E. T. 355 f.] and Hofmann). See the exegetical remarks. — jd7] Wanting in 
B FG 47 et. al. and several vss, and Fathers, Bracketed by Lachm. deleted by 
Fritzsche and Tisch. It is to be regarded as an addition, which suggested it- 
self very easily, whereas there would have been no reason for its omission. 
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Ver. 1. 0iv] Accordingly, in consequence of the fact that we do not abro- 
gate the law through faith, but on the contrary establish it. This odv 
brings in the proof to be adduced from the history of Abraham (‘‘ confir- 
matio ab exemplo,” Calvin), for the véuov icréuev just asserted (iii. 31), in the 
form of an inference. For if we should have to say that Abraham our father 
has attained anything (namely, righteousness) card cdpxa, that would presup- 
pose that the law, which attests Abraham’s justification, in nowise receives 
establishment dd ri¢ riorewe (ili. 81). Hence we have not here an objection, 
but a question proposed in the way of inference by Paul himself, the an- 
swer to which is meant to bring to light, by the example of Abraham, the 
correctness of his véuov tor. [See Note XXXVI. p.173.] His object isnot to 
let the matter rest with the short and concise dismissal of the question in iii. 
31, but to enter into the subject more closely ; and this he does now by at- 
taching what he has further to say to the authoritatively asserted, and in 
his own view established, véuov iordvouev in the form of an inference. More- 
over, the whole is to be taken as one question, not to be divided into two 
by a note of interrogation after épotwev ; in which case there is harshly and 
arbitrarily supplied to eipyxévac (by Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, Wetstein, 
and Michaelis) dvcavoctynv, or at least (van Hengel) the pronoun 7 represent- 
ing that word, which however ought to have been immediately suggested 
by the context, as in Phil. iii. 12.7. In the affirmation itself ’A@p. is the sub- 
ject (quid dicemus Abrahamum nactum esse?). Th. Schott, by an unhappy 
distortion of the passage, makes him the object (‘‘ why should we then say that 
we have gained Abraham in a fleshly, natural sense for our ancestor 2”) This 
misconception should have been precluded by attending to the simple fact, 
that in no passage m our Epistle (and in other Epistles the form of expres- 
sion does not occur) does the ri in ri obv époduev mean why. Hofmann, who 
had formerly (Schriftb. II. 2, p. 76 ff.) apprehended it in substance much 
more correctly, now agrees with Schott in so far that he takes ré ov Epotuev 
as a question by itself, but then explains ’A@padu likewise as the object, so 
that the question would be, whether the Christians think that they have found 
Abraham as their forefather after the flesh? ‘The origin of the church of 
God, to which Christians belong, goes back to Abraham. Jn jfleshly fashion 
he is their ancestor, if the event through which he became such (namely, 
the begetting of Isaac) lie within the sphere of the natural human life ; in 
spiritual fashion, on the other hand, if that event belong to the sphere of 
the history of salvation and its miraculous character, which according to 
the Scripture (comp. Gal. iv. 28) is the case.” This exposition cannot be 
disputed on linguistic grounds, especially if, with Hofmann, we follow 
Lachmann’s reading. But it is, viewed in reference to the context, errone- 
ous. For the context, as vv. 2, 3 clearly show, treats not of the contrast 


1 Observe, in reference to ch. iy. (with 
iii. 81), of what fundamental and profound 
importance, and how largely subject to 
controversy, the relation of Christianity to 
Judaism was in the Apostolic age, particu- 
larly in the case of mixed churches. The 


minute discussion of this relation, there 
fore, in a doctrinal Epistle so detailed, can- 
not warrant the assumption that the church 
was composed mainly of Jews, or at least 
(Beyschlag) of proselytes. 

2 Comp. Niigelsbach on Ji. 1, 76, 302, ed. 3. 
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between the fleshly and the spiritual fatherhood of Abraham in the case of 
Christians, but of the justification of the ancestor, as to whether it took place 
kara odpka or by faith. Moreover, if ABp. was intended to be the object, 
Paul would have expressed himself as unintelligibly as possible, since in wv. 
2, 3 he in the most definite manner represents him as the subject, whose ac- 
tion is spoken of. If we take Hofmann’s view, in which case we do not at 
all see why the Apostle should have expressed himself by ebpyxéva:, he would 
have written more intelligibly by substituting for this the simple elva., so 
that ’AZp. would have been the subject in the question, as well as in what 
follows. Finally the proposition that Abraham, as the forefather of believ- 
ers. as such, was so not Katad cadpxa, Was so perfectly self-evident, both with 
reference to the Jewish and the Gentile portion of the "Icpay2, Oct, that Paul 
would hardly have subjected it to discussion as the theme of so earnest a 
question, while yet no reader would have known that in card cépxa he was 
to think of the miraculous begetting of Isaac. For even without the latter 
Abraham would be the xpordtwp of believers xaré rveiua, namely, through 
his justification by faith, ver. 9 ff.—r. xarépa u.] ‘‘fundamentum conse- 
quentiae ab Abrahamo ad nos,” Bengel. Comp. ver. 11 f.  ijuév however 
(comp. James ii. 21) is said from the Jewish standpoint, not designating 
Abraham as the spiritual father of the Christians (Reiche, Hofmann, Th. 
Schott), a point that is still for the present (see ver. 11) quite out of view. 
—kata odpxa] [See Note XXXVII. p. 174] is, following the Peshito, with 
most expositors to be necessarily joined to ebpyx.; not, with Origen, Ambro- 
siaster, Chrysostom, Photius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Toletus, 
Calvin, whom Hofmann, Th. Schott, Reithmayr, Volkmar in Hilgenfeld’s 
Zeitschr. 1862, p. 221 ff., follow, to r. rarépa ju. (not even although Lach- 
mann’s reading were the original one); for the former, and not the latter, 
needed the definition: Abraham has really attained righteousness, only not 
kard odpxa, and 2% épywy in ver. 2 corresponds to the card caépxa. Besides with 
our reading the latter connection is impossible. —The cdp£ on its ethical 
side ? is the material-psychic human nature as the life-sphere of moral weak- 
ness and of sinful power in man, partly as contrasted with the higher intel- 
lectual and moral nature of the man himself, which is his rveiua along with 
the voic (i. 9, vii. 18, 25, and see on Eph. iv. 28), and partly as opposed to 
the superhuman divine life-sphere and its operation, as here ; see the se- 
quel. Hence xara cdpka is : conformably to the bodily nature of man in a- 
cordance with its natural power, in contrast to the working of divine grace, 
by virtue of which the eipyxévac would not be xara cdpxa, but kara rvevpa, 
because taking place through the Spirit of God. Comp. on John iii. 6. 


1 The most recent literature on this sub- 
ject: Ernesti, Urspr.d Stinde, I. p. 71 ff.; 
Tholuck in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, 3; Hahn, 
Theol. @. N. Test.I. p. 426 ff. ; Delitzsch, 
Psychol. p. 374 ff.; Holsten, Bedeutung des 
Wortes cép£im N. Test. 1855, and Hv. d. Paul. 
u. Petr. p. 365 ff. ; Baur in the Theol. Jahrb. 
1857, p. 96 ff.; and Weut. Theol. p. 142 £4 
Wieseler on Gail. p. 443 ff. ; Beck, Lehraviss. 


§ 22 ; Kling in Herzog’s Encyfi. IV. p. 419 ff.; 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 557 ff.; Weber, 
vom Zorne Gottes, p. 80 ff.; also Ritschl, 
altkath. Kirche, p. 66 ff.; Luthardt, vom freien 
Willen, p. 894 ff.; Rich. Schmidt, Paulin. 
Ohristol. 1870, p. 8 ff. ; Weiss, bil. Theol. § 93; 
Philippi, Glaubensl. Il. p. 207 ff., and the 
excursus thereon, p. 231 ff., ed. 2. For the 
earlier literature see Ernesti, p. 50. 
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Since the épya are products of the human phenomenal nature and conditioned 
by its ethical determination, not originating from the divine life-element, 
they belong indeed to the category of the xara cdpxa, and é& épyev is the cor- 
relative of xara odpxa (wherefore also Paul continues, ver. 2, ei yap Afp. é& 
pywv «.7.4.), but they do not exhaust the whole idea of it, as has often been 
assumed, following Theodoret (xara cdpxa ri év Epyolc, Aéyet, Emewdhrep dia 
Tov odpatog éxrAnpodvuev Ta Epya), and is still assumed by Reiche. Ké6llner, 
limiting it by anticipation from ver. 4, holds that it refers to the human 
mode of earning wages by labour. Entirely opposed to the context, and also 
to the historical reference of ver. 3, is the explanation of eirewmeision (Pela- 
gius, Ambrosiaster, Vatablus, Estius, and others ; including Koppe, Flatt, 
Baur, and Mehring) which Riickert also mixes up, at the same time that he 
explains it of the gpyov. Philippi also refers it to both. — On eipyx., adep- 
tum esse, comp. ebpeiv xépdoc, SOph. Hl. 1297, apyiv, Dem. 69,1. The middle 
is still more expressive, and more usual ; see Kriiger, § 52, 10, 1, Xen. ii. 1, 
8, and Kiihner im loc. The perfect infinitive is used, because Abraham 7s 
realized as present ; see ver. 2. 

Ver. 2. The question in ver. 1 contained the negative sense, which had 
therefore necessarily to be limited by xara cdpxa : ‘* We may not assert that 
Abraham has obtained anything according to the flesh.” The reason for 
this is now assigned (yap) : ‘‘ For, assuming that Abraham has been justified 
by works” (as was the Jewish opinion),* ‘‘ he has cause for boasting,” namely, 
that he has attained righteousness through his actions, but he has not this 
ground of boasting with respect to God (as if his justification were the 
divine act), since, namely, in the case supposed it is not God to whom he 
owes the justification, but on the contrary he has himse/f earned it, and God 
would simply have to acknowledge it as a human self-acquirement. God 
has not, in that supposed case, done anything for him, on account of which 
he might thus boast with regard to God as his justifier ; for 7 trav ayaSav 
Epywv TAgpworg AVTODEG GTEdavol TOS Epyalopévorve, THY O& T. OLOD 
prrzavdporiav ov deixvvcwv, Theodoret. Comp. also Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, and Theophylact. Thus for the proper understanding of this 
difficult passage (Chrysostom : dcagéc 7d eipnuévov) we must go back to the 
explanation of the Greek expositors, which is quite faithful both to the 
words and the context. Comp. on vy. 8, 4. This interpretation, now 
adopted also by Tholuck (comp, Reithmayr and Th. Schott), has especially 
this advantage, that édicaci9n is not taken otherwise than in the entire 
development of the dicaocbv7 Oeod, not therefore as somewhat indefinite and 
general (‘‘ justus apparuit,” Grotius), in which case it would remain a ques- 
tion by whom Abraham was found righteous (Riickert, Philippi ; comp. 
Beza and others ; also Grotius and Koppe, and, with trifling variation, de 
Wette, likewise Spohn in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1848, p. 429 ff., Volkmar, and 
others, That Abraham was justified with God was known to no Jew other- 


1In the Talmud it is even inferred from 2; Beresch. rabba f. 5%, 4. Comp. the pas- 
Gen. xxvi. 5 that Abraham kept the whole sages from Philo quoted by Schnecken- 
law of Moses. Kiddusch f. 82,1; Joma f. 28, burger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1833, p. 135, 
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wise,’ and no reader could in accordance with the entire context understand 
édixacody otherwise, than in this definite sense, consequently in the solemn 
absolute sense of the Apostle (in opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 
35). ‘The only question was, whether i& ipyov or éx rictews. If we suppose 
the former case, it is indeed for Abraham worthy of all honour, and he may 
boast of that which he has himself achieved, but with reference to God, as 
if He had justified him, he has no ground for boasting.2 Observe besides, 
that zpd¢ is used not in the sense of évdriov, coram (Hofmann : over against), 
or apud (Vulgate), but in accordance with the quite common usage of éyew 
with the object of the thing (to have something to do, to say, to boast, to 
ask, to censure, etc.), and with specification of the relation of reference to 
some one through xpéc twa. The opposite of yew kabynua rpdc is Eyew 
poudgyy mpdc, Col. ili. 18. The special mode of the reference is invariably 
furnished by the context, which here, in accordance with the idea of 
dixacooivy Ocod, suggests the notion that God is the bestower of the blessing 
meant by catynua. To that the éyew xabynua of Abraham does not refer, if 
he was justified by works. In the latter case he cannot boast of himself : 
6 Oed¢ we Edikaiwoe, Ocov Td JOpov. Reiche and Fritzsche, following Calvin, 
Calovius, and many others, have discovered here an incomplete syllogism. 
[See Note XXXVIII. p. 174], in which 422’ ov mpic r. Ocdv is the minor 
premiss, and the conclusion is wanting, to this effect : ‘‘ Si suis bene factis 
Dei favorem nactus est, habet quod apud Deum glorietur. . .. ; sed non 
habet, quod apud Deum glorietur, quum libri s. propter jidem, non propter 
‘pulchre facta eum Deo probatum esse doceant (ver. 3)... . 3 non est 
igitur Abr. ob bene facta Deo probatus,” Fritzsche.* Forced, and even 
contrary to the verbal sense ; for through the very contrast dav ob 7. T. O. 
the simple xaiynua is distinguished from the xabynua mpo¢ tr. Oedv, as One that 
takes place not mpd¢ rdv Ocdv. Paul must have written : éyer xabynwa rpd¢ 
Tov Ody’ GAN (or GAG wv) ovdx éyer. Mehring takes a2’ ob mpoc Tov Oedv as a 
question: ‘Tf Abraham has become righteous by works, he has glory, but 
has he it not before God?” But in what follows it is the very opposite of 
the affirmation, which this question would imply, that is proved. If the 
words were interrogative, 442d w# must have been used instead of 4/2’ ov (but 
yet not before God?) Hofmann, in consequence of his erroneous exposition of 
ver. 1, supposes that Paul wishes to explain how he came to propose the ques- 
tion in ver. 1, and to regard an answer to it as necessary. What is here 
involved, namely, is nothing less than a contradiction between what Chris- 
tians say of themselves (when they deny all possibility of becoming righteous 


1 Comp. Eccles. xliv. 19 ff.; Manass. 8; 
Joseph. Antz. xi. 5, 7; Eisenmenger, entdeckt. 
Judenth. I. p. 822, 8438. 

2 Van Hengel places a point after xavy., 
and takes aA\’ ov mpbds 7. @cdv as an inde- 
pendent sentence, in which he supplies se- 
cundum literas sacras, making the sense: 
*Atqui gloriandi materiam Deum Abra- 
hamo denegare videmus in libris sacris.” 
But that is, in fact, not there. Against my 


own interpretation in the ist ed. (making 


ei... . edtxausdy the question, and then 
éyer, .. . Oeov the answer negativing it) 
see Philippi. The «i must be the dialectic 
if. 


3 Soin substance also Kraussold in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1842, p. 783; Baur in the Theol. 
Jahrb. 1857, p. 71; Késtlin in the Jahro. f. 
Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 92. 
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by their own actions), and what holds good of ‘‘an Abraham,” the father of 
the people of God. If the latter has become righteous through his own 
action, he has glory, and by this very cirewmstance his ancestorship is dis- 
tinguished from that of all others. But then the Scripture teaches that 
what God counted worthy in Abraham was his faith, and it is therefore 
clear that the glory which he has, if he has become righteous by works, is 
no glory in presence of God, and consequently is not fitted to be the basis of his 
position in sacred history. This is a chain of ideas imported into the pas- 
sage ; instead of which it was the object of the Apostle himself merely to 
set forth the simple proposition that Abraham was not justified by works, 
and not at all to speak of the mode in which the Christian ancestorship of 
the patriarch came to subsist. —xabyyua (comp. on Phil. i. 26, ii. 16) is 
throughout the N. T. materies gloriandi , as also in the LXX. and Apoc- 
rypha ; although in classic authors’ it also occurs as the equivalent of 
kabynowc, gloriatio. In Gal. vi. 4, also, it is joined with éyevw. 

Ver. 8. I am right in saying : ob rpdc¢ tov Oedv, for Scripture expressly de- 
rives the justification of Abraham from his faith, not from his works, and 
indeed as something received through imputation ; so that he consequently 
possesses, not the previously supposed righteousness of works, but the 
righteousness of faith as a favour of God, and has ground for boasting of 
his righteousness in reference to God. That righteousness by works he would 
have earned himself. Comp. ver. 4. The emphasis lies on éxicrevce and 
thoyioSy, not on r@ Oem (Mehring). See ver. 4 f. The passage quoted is 
Gen. xv. 6, according to the LXX., which renders the active 72M") by the 
passive x. éAoyicdn. In the Hebrew what is spoken of is the faith which 
Abraham placed in the divine promise of a numerous posterity, and which 
God put to his account as righteousness, 1T¥, ¢.e. as full compliance with 
the divine will in act and life; comp. on Gal. iii. 6. Paul however has not 
made an unwarrantable use of the passage for his purpose (Riickert), but has 
really understood dukacoobvy in the dogmatic sense, which he was justified in 
doing since the imputation of faith as 1PT¥ was essentially the same judi- 
cial act which takes place at the justification of Christians. This divine 
act began with Abraham, the father of the faithful, and was not essentially 
different in the case of later believers. Even in the zorevew 7@ Oe? on the 
part of Abraham Paul has rightly discerned nothing substantially different 
from the Christian rire (compare Delitzsch on Gen. J.c.), since Abraham’s 
faith had reference to the divine promise, and indeed to the promise which 
he, the man trusted by God and enlightened by God, recognized as that 
which embraced in it the future Messiah (John viii. 56). Tholuck, because 
the promise was a promise of grace, comes merely to the unsatisfactory view 
of ‘‘a virtual parallel also with the object of the justifying faith of Chris- 
tians.” Still less (in opposition to Neander and others) can the explanation 
of the subjective nature of faith in general, without the addition of its spe- 
cific object (Christ), suffice for the conception of Abraham as the father of all 
believing in Christ ; since in that case there would only have been present 


1 Pind. Isthm. v. 65; Plut. Ages. 81. 
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in him a pre-formation of faith as respects its psychological quality gener- 
ally, and not also in respect of its subject-matter, which is nevertheless the 
specific and distinguishing point in the case of justifying faith. — We may 
add that our passage, since it expresses not a (mediate) ésswing of right- 
eousness from faith, but the ¢mputation of the latter, serves as a proof of 
justification being an actus forensis; and what the Catholic expositors 
(including even Reithmayr and Maier) advance to the contrary is a pure 
subjective addition to the text.’| It is well said by Erasmus: that is im- 
puted, *‘ quod re persolutum non est, sed tamen ex imputantis benignitate pro 
soluto habetur.”? Instead of the «ai in the LXX., Paul, in order to put the 
éxior. with all weight in the foreground, has used dé, which does not other- 
wise belong to the connection of our passage. — cic dix.] Comp. ii. 26. [See 
Note XXXIX. p. 174.]—On the passive éAoyic8n see Bernhardy, p. 341 ; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 105. 

Vv. 4, 5. These verses now supply an illustration of ver. 8 in two general 
contrasted relations, from the application of which—left to the reader—to the 
ease of Abraham the non-co-operation of works (the yupic épywr, ver. 6) in 
the case of the latter’s justification could not but be clear. — dé] is the sim- 
ple weraBatixdv. —rt6 épyafouévw]| to the worker, here, as the contrast shows, 
with the pregnant sense : to him who is active in works, of whom the épya 
are characteristic. Luther aptly says: ‘‘ who deals in works.” —6 pode] 
i.e. the corresponding wages (comp. ii. 29), justa merces. The opposite : 
% dixn, merita poena ; see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 8, 20.—ob doyit. Kara 
yap, aAAd Kata ddeiAnua] [See Note XL. p. 175.] Comp. Thue. ii. 40, 4: 
obK &¢ yap GAN é¢ ddetAnua THY apeTnv arodécwov. The stress of the contrast | 
lies on x. ydp. and x. dge/A., not in the first part on Aoyifera: (Hofmann), 
which is merely the verb of the Scripture quotation in ver. 3, repeated for 
the purpose of annexing to it the contrast that serves for its illustration. 
Not grace but debt is the regulative standard, according to which his wages 
are awarded to such an one ; the latter are not merces gratiae, but merces 
debiti. As in Abraham’s case an imputation kata ydpw took place (which 
Paul assumes as self-evident from ver. 8) he could not be on épyaféuevoe ; the 
case of imputation which occured in relation to him is, on the contrary, to be 
referred to the opposite category which follows : but to him that worketh not, 
but believeth on Him who justifieth the ungodly, his faith is reckoned as right- 
eousness. Looking to the exact parallel of vv. 4 and 5, the unity of the cate- 
gory of both propositions must be maintained ; and ver. 5 is not to be re- 
garded as an application of ver. 4 to the case of Abraham (Reiche), but as 
likewise a locus communis, under which it is left to the reader to classify the 
case of Abraham in accordance with the above testimony of Scripture. 
Hence we cannot say with Reiche : ‘the pi épyaCduevoc and doeBye is Abra- 
ham.”® On the contrary, both are to be kept perfectly general, and aceBje 


1 Not even with the exception of Déllinger ness. Comp. however on i. 17, note. 
(Christenth u. K. p. 188, ed. 2), who says that 2 Comp. also Philippi im /oc., and Hoele- 
God accounts the principle of the new free mann, de justitiae ex Jide ambabus in V. T. 
obedience (the faith) as already the whole ser- _ sedibus, 1867, p. 8 ff. 
vice to be rendered, as the finished righteous- 3 doeBys in his view is an allusion to the 
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is not even to be weakened as equivalent to ddcxoc, but has been purposely 
selected (comp v. 6), in order to set forth the saving power of faith’ by as 
strong a contrast as possible to d:caobyra. —On moreber éri twa, expressing 
faith in its direction towards some one, comp. ver. 24; Acts ix. 42, xi. 17; 
Wisd. xii, 2. ; 

Vv. 6-8. Accordance (kafdrep) of ver. 5 with an assertion of David, ‘that 
great and revered Messianic authority, That it is only what is said in ver. 
5 that is to be vouched by David’s testimony, and consequently that the 
quotation forms only an accessory element in the argument, appears from its 
being annexed by xafdrep, from the clear intended relation in which @ 6 
Ocdc Aoy. dix. appears to Aoy. 7. rior. abr. etc dix. Ver. 5, as well as yapic épywv 
to 76 ph épyaf. in the same verse, and from the fact that Paul immediately, 
in ver. 9, returns to Abraham. Vv. 6-8 cannot therefore be regarded as a 
second example of justification from the O. T. (Reiche and many others), or 
even as the starting-point of the reply to the question of ver. 1 (Hofmann). 
This is forbidden by the proper conception of vduoc in ili. 31, in accordance 
with which Paul could only employ an example from the Jaw: and such an 
example was that of Abraham, Gen. xv., but not that of David. —2tye tr. 
paxap.| asserts the congratulation ; waxapicuédc Goes not mean Olessedness, not 
even in Gal. iv. 15, see in loc.?—Aoyiferac dixacoctvyv] Here dixacoctyyy is 
conceived directly as that, which God reckons to man as his moral status. 
The expression Aoyifecbai tivi duapriay is perfectly analogous. In the classics 
Aoyifecbat tui te is also frequently met with. — yupic épywv] belongs to 
Aoyiferaz. For, as David represents the oyilecfar dixacoctynv as the forgive- 
ness of sins, it must be conceived by him as ensuing without any participa- 
tion (iii. 21) of meritorious works. —paxdpioc «.t.A.] Ps. xxxii. 1, 2 exactly 
after the LXX. — érexadig0.] The amnesty under the figure of the covering 
over of sin. Comp. Augustine on Ps. /.c., ‘‘Si texit Deus peccata, noluit 
animadvertere ; si noluit animadvertere, noluit punire.”” Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 8.— 
ob uy Aoyianrac| will certainly not impute. It refers to the future generally, 
without more precise definition,® not specially to the final judgment (de 
Wette). 

Vv. 9, 10. From the connection (xa@drep, ver. 6) of this Davidic uaxapio- 
uéc with what had previously been adduced, vy. 8-5, regarding Abraham, 


earlier idolatry of Abraham, reported by 
Philo, Josephus, and Maimonides, on the 
ground of Joshua xxiy. 2. This was also 
the view of Grotius, Wetstein, Cramer, 
Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, and Koppe; comp. 
also Déllinger, Christenth u. K. p. 197, ed. 
2. The rabbins have a different tradition, 
to the effect that Abraham demolished the 
idols of his father Terah, etc. ; see Eisen- 
menger, entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 490 ff., 941. 

1 Consequently subjective faith is meant, 
not its objective ground, the righteousness 
of Christ, é.e. according to the Form. Conc. 
p. 884 f., the active and passive obedience of 
Christ, which is “applied and appropriated” 
to us through faith. The merit of Christ al- 


. Ways remains the causa meritoria, to which 


we are indebted for the imputation of our 
faith. But the apprehensio Christi, which is 
the essence of justifying faith, must not be 
made equivalent to the apprehensus Christus 
(Calovius; comp. Philippi). The former 
is the subjective, which is imputed; the 
latter the objective, on account of which the 
imputation by God takes place. The For- 
mula Concordiaein this point goes ultra guod 
scriptum est. 

2 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 591 D; Aristot. Rhet. 
i, 9, 4. J 

3 Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. C. 853; Hartung, 
Partikell, Il, p. 156 f. 
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it is now inferred (obv) that this declaration of blessedness affects, not the 
circumcised as such, but also the uncireumeised [See Note XLI. p. 175] ; for 
Abraham in fact, as an wneireumeised person, was included among those 
pronounced blessed by David, —émi r. repir.] The verb obviously to be sup- 
plied is most simply conceived as éoré (the paxapiopde extends to etc. ; comp. 
ii. 9; Acts iv. 33 et al.). Less natural is Aéyerax from ver. 6 (Fritzsche) ; 
and inter (Theophylact, Bos) is arbitrary, as is also 740ev (Oecumenius), and 
%pxerac (Olshausen). Comp. ver. 13, and see Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 120 f. 


cised ? The xai shows that the previous éx? r. reper. is conceived as exclusive, 
consequently without a uévov. — Aéyouev yap x.t.A.] In saying this, Paul can- 
not wish first to explain, quite superfluously, how he comes to put such ques- 
tions (Hofmann), but, as is indicated by Aéyouev, which lays down a prop- 
osition as premiss to the argument that follows, he enters on the proof (yép) 
from the history of Abraham for the xa? éri r. axpof. which is conceived as 
affirmed. The present denotes the assertion pointing back to ver. 8 as con- 
tinuing : for our assertion, our proposition is, etc. The plural assumes the 
assent of the readers. The emphasis however is not on r@ ’Afp. (Fritzsche, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Philippi, and others), which Paul 
would have made apparent by the position of the words érz ré ’ABp. édoyioOn 5 
nor on éAoyic6n, which in that case would necessarily have a pregnant mean- 
ing not indicated in the whole connection (as a pure act of grace, indepen- 
dent of external conditions) ; but on 7 rior vic Sixatoobvyv (and thus pri- 
marily on riorec brought together at the end, by which the import of ver. 3, 
éxiorevoe . . . . dikatocbvyv, is recapitulated. — réc ody éAoyicb;] The prop- 
osition, that to Abraham, etc., is certain ; consequently the point at issue is 
the question guomodo, viz. under what circwmstances as to status (whether in 
his circumcision, or whilst he was still uncircumcised) that imputation of 
his faith to him for righteousness took place.’ Hofmann places the first 
mark of interrogation after 7é¢ obv, so that the second question is supposed 
to begin with éoyic6y. But without sufficient ground, and contrary to the’ 
usage elsewhere of the interrogative ré¢ by Paul, who has often put ri ody 
thus without a verb, but never ré¢ ovv. We should in such case have to un- 
derstand éioyicbn ; but this word, according to the usual punctuation, is 
already present, and does not therefore need to be supplied. — ov« év mepitouii, 
Gan év axpoB.| scil. dvrz. The imputation in question took place as early as 
Gen. xv. ; circumcision not till Gen. xvii. ; the former at least fourteen 
years earlier. 

Ver. 11. [See Note XLII. p. 176.] An amplification of the ob« év repir., 
&42’ év axpof. viewed as to its historical bearings, showing namely the re- 
lation of Abraham’s circumcision to his dccacocbvy, and therefore only to be 
separated by a comma from ver. 10. ‘‘ And he received a sign of circumeision 
as seal (external confirmation, 1 Cor. ix. 2, and see on John iii. 33) of the 
righteousness of faith (obtained through faith, vv. 8, 5), which he had in un- 


1 Respecting the form of the discourse, ma, cujus altera parte rejecta alteram 
Erasmus aptly observes: ‘‘ Praeter interro- evincit. Nullum enim argumentandi genus 
gationis gratiam multum lucisaddit dilem- _vel apertius yel yviolentius,”’ 


160 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

circumcision.” That ric év r. axpoB. is not to be connected with dixaioo. 
(Riickert, Reiche) is plain from the following context (xiorevdvtwy dv axpo- 
Bvoriac ver. 11, and ric év rH axpoZ. ricrews ver. 12). The genitive repirouje 
is usually taken as that of apposition: the sign consisting in cirewmeision. 
But in that case the article could not be omitted before cnyeiov (the absence 
of it drove van Hengel to the reading repitoujv, which Hofmann also pre- 
fers), since the concrete, historically definite sign would here be meant 
(compare 2 Cor. v. 5; Eph. ii. 14 eal.). It is therefore to be rendered : 
And @ sign, which took place through cireumeision, a signature which was 
given to him in the fact that he was circumcised, he received as seal, etc. 
The genitive is thus to be taken simply as completing the notion of onyeioy, 7.e. 
as defining it more precisely as respects its modal expression. Observe at the 
same time the dislocation in the order of the words, which brings into em- 
phatic relief the idea of the onueiov. According to Gen. xi. 17 circumcision 
was the sign of the covenant? which God made with Abraham. But with 
correct dogmatic consistency Paul represents it as the significant mark 
which had been the seal of the righteousness by faith, since in that covenant 
what God promised was the Messianic xAnpovouia (Gen. xv. 5, 18), and 
Abraham on his part rendered the faith (Gen. xv. 6) which God imputed to 
him for righteousness. — ic 70 elvac airov x.t.2.] in order that he might be, 
etc., contains the divinely appointed aim of the cnyeiov Mae repr. k.7.2. 
This telic rendering is grammatically necessary (see oni. 20), as more in 
keeping with the biblical view * and with the importance of the matter, 
than the ecbatic explanation kat obtw¢ éyévero rathp, Which has been justly 
abandoned of late. — rarépa rdvtwr tov rior. dv axpoB.] The essence of this 
spiritual fatherhood is the identity of the relation forming the basis of the 
sacred historical connection of all believers with the patriarch without in- 
tervention of circumcision—a relation which began with Abraham justified 
through faith whilst still uncircumcised. Thus the Jewish conception of 
the national-theocratic childship of Abraham is elevated and enlarged by 
Paul (comp. Matt. iii. 9; John viii. 37, 39), into the idea of the purely 
spiritual-theocratic childship, which embraces, not Jews and proselytes as 
such, but the believers as such—all uncircumcised who believe, and (ver. 12) 
the believing circumcised. For Abraham’s righteousness through faith was 
attained, when as yet there was no distinction between circumcised and un- 
circumcised ; and to this mode of becoming just before God, independent 
of external conditions, Christianity by its dvxacootvn éx rictewe leads back 


1 Hofmann explains: and as @ sign he re- 
ceived circumcision, as seal (apposition to 
one.) In that case weptrou7v must haye had 
the article (John vii. 22; otherwise in ver. 
23). For to take AauBdvew mepitounv as 
equivalent to mepuréuverdar is forbidden by 
onmecov, With which the meptrouy can be cor- 
relative only as asubstantive conception. 

2 In the Talmud also it is presented as 
the sign and seal of the covenant. See 
Schoettgen and Wetstein. To the formula- 


ty of circumcision belonged the words: 
“ Benedictus sit, qui sanctificat dilectum ab 
utero, et signum (FN) posuit in arne, et 
filios suos sigillavit (DIM) signo foederis 
sancti.” Berachoth f. 18, 1. 

30 yap TOV bAwy eds TpoEtdws ws Peds, ds 
Eva Nady && ESvdv Kai "Iovdatwv adpoicer Kat Sud 
TigTEws aUVTOIS THY TwTnpiay mapééer, ev TS Ta- 
tprapxn ABp, auddtepa mpodieypave, Theodo- 
ret. 


CHAP. TVy,, 12: 161 
again, and continues it. —d¢ dxpo8.] with Lee kin, although they are un- 
circumcised.’ — ei¢ rd Aoyofijvac x.7.A.] is taken by many, including Tholuck 
and Philippi, as a parenthetical illustration of ele rd elvat abrov marépa k.T.A. 
But as we can attach ei¢ rd AoyiofAvar «.7.A. Without violence or obscurity to 
morevvtwv, there is no necessity for the assumption of a parenthesis (which 
is rejected by Lachmann, Tischendorf, van Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, and 
Hofmann). Nevertheless cic rd Aoyio0. is not : who believe on the fact, that 
to them also will be imputed (Hofmann), for the object of faith is never ex- 
pressed by ei¢ with a substantival infinitive ;? but, quite in accordance with 
the telic sense of this form of expression (as in the ei¢ rd elvac previously) : 
who believe (on Christ) in order that (according to the divine final purpose 
ruling therein) to them also, etc. — kai airoic] to them also, as to Abraham 
himself ; rv decavootvyv expresses the righteousness which is under dis- 
cussion, that of faith. 

Ver. 12. The construction carries onward the foregoing rarépa rdvruv 
K.t.A. : and father of circumcision, i.e. father of circumcised persons (not of all 
cireumcised, hence without the article). And in order to express to what 
circumcised persons this spiritual fatherhood of Abraham belongs, Paul adds, 
by way of more precise definition : for those (dativus commodi, comp. Rev. 
xxi. 7; Luke vii. 12) who are not merely circumcised (comp. ii. 8), but also 
walk in the footsteps, etc. With this rendering (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and others ; including Ammon, 
Béhme, Tholuck, Klee, Riickert, Benecke, Reiche, Gléckler, Kéllner, de 
Wette, Philippi, and Winer) it must be admitted (against Reiche and Kéllner, 
whose observations do not justify the article) that roic is erroneously repeated 
before orozyovo.. [See Note XLII. p. 176.] Paul unsuitably continues 
with G44 xa/, just as if he had previously written an ov pdévoy toic. As any 
other rendering is wholly inadmissible, and as xa? roi¢ cannot be an inver- 
sion for roi¢ kai (Mehring), we are driven to the assumption of that errone- 
ous insertion of the article, as a negligence of expression. The expression 
in Phil. 4. 29 (in opposition to Fritzsche) would be of the same nature only 
in the event of Paul having written roic ... . ov pdvov Toig ex repiTouyc, 
aAAd kal . . Toic¢ orotxovce x.t.A. Others take roi¢ ob« for ob roi¢ (as 37, 
80, Syr. Arr. Vulg. Slav. and several Fathers read as an emendation), thus 
making a distinction to be drawn here not between merely circumcised and. 
unbelieving Jews, but between Jews and Gentiles (aAAa Kat toic x.7.A.). So 
Theodoret, Luther, Castalio, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Schrader (Grotius is doubt- 
ful). But such an inversion is as unnatural (comp. ver. 16) as it is unpre- 
cedented (it is an error to refer to ii. 27; 1 Thess. i. 8) ; and how strange 
it would be, if Paul should have once more brought forward the fatherhood 


1 Comp. on ii. 27, Barnab. Hp. 13: réderxa governing verbis understood, as a matter of 


oe matépa édvav Ta mioTevdvTwr SU axpoBuaTias 
To Kuplo. 

2 Not even in ver. 18. And Acts xv. 11, to 
which Hofmann appeals as an analogous 
passage, tells directly against him, because 
there the construction of the infinitive ob- 


tains in the usual way, that the subject of the , 


course, with the infinitive. Comp. Hofmann 
himself above on ver. 1; Kriiger, § 55, 4, 1. 
Besides the result, according to Hofmann’s 
interpretation, would be an awkward 
thought, not in keeping with the faith of 
Abraham, _ 
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as to the believing Gentiles, but should have left that relating to the Jews 
altogether without conditioning definition! Hofmann (comp. also his 
Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 82) understands repirouie, after the analogy of 6 Gede ric 
ObN¢ K.T.A., a8 the genitive of quality (‘‘a father, whose fatherhood 7s to be 
designated according to cireumcisedness ;” as a circumcised person he has begot- 
ten Isaac, etc.) ; then assumes in the case of toic oi éx mepitoume ydovov the 
suppressed antithesis to complete it, aaa kai é« riotewe ; and finally explains 
GAAG Kal Toig oToLy. aS a Supplementary addition, while he takes a//a kai to 
mean not but also, but also however. A hopeless misinterpretation ! For, 
as genitive of quality, mepirouge must have had the article (comp. Acts vil. 
2; 2 Cor. i. 3; Eph. i. 17 al.), and every reader must have understood zepr- 
rouge in conformity with rdvtwv x.r.A., ver. 11, as a specification whose father 
Abraham further is. The reader could all the less mentally supply after 
roic obK &x mepit. a suppressed contrast, since the expressed contrast follows im- 
mediately with aad cat ; and for that reason, again, it could occur to no one 
to understand this 442d «ai in any other sense than elsewhere after negations, 
namely, but also, not also however. (How inappropriate is Hofmann’s cita- 
tion of Luke xxiv. 22, where no negation at all precedes !) Wieseler’s at- 
tempt (in Herzog’s Encyklop. XX. p. 592) is also untenable, since he imports 
into roic ov« éx repit. wdvov the sense: ‘‘ who do not make circumcision the ex- 
clusive condition of salvation,” and likewise renders 4/24 kai also however ; thus 
making Paul indicate (1) the Jewish Christians who were not rigid partisans 
of the law (such as were to be found in Palestine especially), and (2) the 
Pauline Jewish Christians. — roi¢ iyvece x.t.A.] Who so walk (see on Gal. v. 
25) that they follow the footsteps which Abraham has left behind through his 
faith manifested in his uncircumcised condition, z.e. who are believers after 
the type of the uncircumcised Abraham. The dative, commonly taken as 
local, is more correctly, in keeping with the other passages in which Paul 
uses the dative with oroyeiv (Gal. v. 16, 25, vi. 16 ; Phil. iii. 16), interpret- 
ed in the sense of the norm. 

Ver. 13. Ground assigned for the foregoing, from elc¢ 7d elvar abrov 7 marépa 
onwards, ‘‘The father of all believing nee and Jews ;” for it was 
not the law, but the righteousness of faith, that procured for Abrahan or his 
seed the promise of possessing the world. [See Note XLIV. p. 177.] Had 
the law been the agent in procuring that promise, then the Jews, as posses- 
sors of the law, would be the children of Abraham who should receive what 
was promised ; as it is, however, it must be the believer's, no matter whether 
Jews or Gentiles, since not the law has been at work, but on the contrary 
the righteousness of faith. — did véu0v] [See Note XLV. p. 177] through the 
agency of the law, is not to be arbitrarily limited (Piscator, Calovius, 
and others : per justitiam legis ; Pareus and others : per opera legis) ; for, 
as the Mosaic law * was not yet even in existence, it could in no way procure 
the promise. Hence it is not to be rendered with Grotius : ‘sub conditione 
observandi legem Mosis,” because dca dixaioc. riot. does not admit of a cor- 


1 For to this da vo#ov must be referred brought under the wider conception of the 
\(see ver, 14 ff.) not to circumcision, which is law (Mehring), 
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responding interpretation. — % érayyeAla] scil. gor, The supplying of this 
(usually : éyévero) is quite sufficient ; comp. on ver. 9, The relation ig real- 
ized as present, —} r@*orépu. abrod] neither to Abraham nor to his seed, ete. 
With 7 76 orépu, air. Paul takes for granted that the history of the promise 
in question is known ; and eho are meant by the orépya under the Messianic 
reference of the promise cannot, according to the context (see especially ver. 
11), be doubtful, namely the Jelievers, who are the spiritual posterity of 
Abraham (ix. 6 ff.; Gal. iv. 22 ff.); not Christ according to Gal. iii. 16 
(Estius, Cornelius 3 Lapide, Olshausen); but also not the descendants of 
Abraham proper (van Hengel).—rd kAnp. abt. elvac kbouov] Epexegesis of 7 
érayyeaia.* The airév, referring to Abraham, is so put not because 7 r. ox. 
airov is only incidentally introduced (Riickert), but because Abraham is 
regarded as at once the father and representative of his orépua included 
with him in the promise. — xécuov] The inheritance of the land of Canaan, 
which God promised to Abraham for himself and his posterity (Gen. xii. 7, 
xiii. 14, 15, xv. 18, xvii. 8, xxii. 17 ; comp. xxvi. 8; Ex. vi. 4), was in the 
Jewish Christology taken to mean the universal dominion of the Messianic the- 
ocracy, Which was typically pointed at in these passages from Genesis.?. The 
idea of Messianic sovereignty over the world, however, which lies at the bot- 
tom of this Jewish particularistic conception, and which the prophets in- 
vested with a halo of glory,* is in the N. T. not done away, but divested of 
its Judaistic conception, and raised into a Christological truth, already 
presented by Christ Himself (comp. Matt. v. 5) though in allegoric form 
(Matth. xix. 28 ff.; Luke xxii. 30; Matt. xxv. 21). Its necessity lies. in 
the universal dominion to which Christ Himself is exalted (Matt. xxviii. 18 ; 
John xvii. 5 ; Phil. ii. 9 ff.; Eph. iv. 10 q/.), and in the glorious fellowship 
of His believers with Him. Now as the idea of this government of the 
world, which Christ exercises, and in which His believers (the spiritual 
children of Abraham) are one day to participate, was undeniably also the 
ideal of Paul (viii. 17 ; 1 Cor. vi. 2; comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12), it is arbitrary to 
take xécuov here otherwise than generally, and either to limit it to the sphere 
of earth (Koppe, Kéllner, Maier), or to explain it asrelating to the dominion 
of the Jews over the Gentile world (van Hengel), or the reception of all peo- 
ples into the Messianic kingdom (Beza, Estius, and others) «or Messianic bliss 
generally (Wetstein, Flatt, comp. Benecke aud Gléckler), or the spiritual 
dominion of the world (Baumgarten-Crusius), as even Hengstenberg does : 
‘the world is spiritually conquered by Abraham and his seed ” (Christol. I. 
p. 49). The interpretation which takes it to mean the extension of the 
spiritual fatherhood over all nations (Mehring) would only be possible in the 
absence of 976 orépuate abrov, and would likewise be set aside by the firmly 
established historical notion of the mn), The KAnpovouov elvat Tov Kéauov Of 
believers is realized in the new glorious world (év rq madcyyevecia, Matt. 
xix. 28, comp. Rom. viii. 18, 2 Pet. iii. 13) after the Parousia ; hence the 
Messianic kingdom itself and all its défa, as the completed possession of 


; 1 See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 518, and ad Xen. dum dedit coelum et terram,” Tanchuma, p. 
Anab. ii. 5, 22. 165, 1, and see Wetstein. 
. 2“ Abrahamo patri meo Deus possiden- 3 Comp. Schultz, alttest. Theol. I. p. 225 ff. 
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salvation promised to believers, is designated by the theocratic technical 
term xAnpovouia (see on Gal. iii. 18). — dud dix. ior] Since the vduoc was not 
the procurer of the promise, but Abraham was righftous through faith (ver. 
8), the dixavoobvy riorewe must necessarily have been that which procured the 
promise (moved God to grant it). See-ver. 14. It is true that the promise 
in question was given to Abraham prior to his justification by faith (Gen. xii. 
7, xiii. 14 f.); but it was renewed to him subsequently (xv. 18, xvii. 8); hence 
we must assume that here Paul had only these latter passages in view. 

Vv. 14-17. Proof of the antithesis ov did véuov . . . . GdAd x.t.A. in Ver. 
18, conducted not historically (as in Gal. iii. 13 ff.), but dogmatically, a 
priom, from the nature of the law, from which results the opposite of the 
latter, the rioric, as cause of the K2mnpovopia. 

Ver. 14. Here also véuoc is not (as Flatt and others take it) the moral law 
(to which however the saying may certainly be applied), but the law of 
Moses, viewed in excluding antithesis to the rictic. By oi éx véuov, *‘ those 
of the law” (Luther), are meant those who belong to the law, are as such 
subjected to it ; consequently the Jews at all events, but just so far as they 
are not believers, not belonging to the ’IopajA rov Gcov (Gal. vi. 16). The | 
opposite : ol é« miorewc, ili. 26, Gal. iii. 7. That they wish to attain to the 
kAnpovouta by the way of the law, is true in itself, but is not expressed in the 
mere oi é« véuov (in Opposition to Hofmann). — kexévwrac 7) riotic x.t.A.] then 
Saith is made void and the promise done away, i.e. faith is thereby rendered 
inoperative and the promise of no effect. If it be true that to be subject to 
the law is the condition of obtaining the possession of the world, nothing 
further can be said either of a saving power of faith (comp. 1 Cor. i. 17), or 
of the validity of the promise (comp. iii. 31, Gal. iii. 17). And why not ? 
Because (ver. 15) the law, to which in accordance with that protasis the 
kAnpovouia would be appended, has an operation so entirely opposed to the 
essence of faith (which trusts in the divine ydpic) and of the promise (which 
is an emanation from this ydpic), (comp. ver. 16), that it brings about the 
divine wrath, since its result is transgression. On this ground (ia rovro, ver. 
16) because the law worketh wrath, its relation to the xAypovouia, laid down 
in ver. 14, cannot exist ; but on the contrary the latter must proceed from 
faith that it may be according to grace, etc., ver. 16.—The zioric is the 
Christian saving faith, of which Abraham’s faith was the beginning and 
type, and the érayyedia is the Divine promise of the xAypovouia, given to 
Abraham and his seed, ver. 13. : 

Ver. 15. On the connection see above. The assigning of a reason (yap) 
has reference to the previous kexévora 7 riotic k. KaThpy. #. éxrayy., which are 
closely connected (see ver. 16), and not merely to the karfpy. 4 érayy. (Chry- 
sostom, Fritzsche, Mehring, and others). The law produces wrath. It is the 
divine wrath that is meant, not any sort of hwman wrath (against the judg- 
ment of God, as Melanchthon thought). Unpropitiated, it issues forth on 
the day of judgment, ii. 5 ff., iii. 5, ix. 22; Eph. ii. 8, v. 6; Col. iii. 6 al.; 
Ritschl, de ira Dei, p. 16 ; Weber, vom Zorne Gottes, p. 826 £.— ob yap obx 
éare vduog K.7.4.] [See Note XLVI. p. 177.] Proof of the proposition that 
the law worketh wrath: for where the law is not, there is not even (obdé) 
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transgression, namely, which excites the wrath of God (the Lawgiver). This 
short, terse and striking progf—which is not, any more than the three 
previous propositions introduced by ydép, to be reduced to a ‘justifying 
explanation” (Hofmann), or to be weakened by taking oidé to mean “just as 
little’ (Hofmann)—proceeds a causa ad effectum ; where the cause is want- 
ing (namely, rapdZacvc), there can be no mention of the effect (spyf). This 
negative form of the probative proposition includes—in accordance with the 
doctrine of the Apostle elsewhere regarding the relation of the law to the 
human éxyuia (Rom. vii. 7 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 56; Gal. ili. 19 al.), which is 
kindled on occasion of the law by the power of sin which exists in man— 
the positive counterpart, that, where the law is, there is also transgression. 
Paul however expresses himself negatively, because in his mind the negative 
thought that the fulfilment of the promise is not dependent on the law still 
preponderates ; and he will not enter into closer analysis of the positive 
side of it—viz., that faith is the condition—until the sequel, ver. 16 ff. 
Observe moreover that he has not written oidé duapria, which he could not 
assert (ver. 13), but oidé zapaBaorc, as the specific designation of the duapria 
in relation to the aw, which was the precise point here in question. Comp. 
ll. 23, 25, 27, v. 14; Gal. ii. 18, 111. 19. Sins without positive law (ver. 18) 
are likewise, and indeed on account of the natural law, ii. 14, objects of the 
divine wrath (see i. 18 ff.; Eph. ii. 3); but sins against a given law are, in 
virtue of their thereby definite quality of transgression, so specifically and 
specially provocative of wrath in God, that Paul could relatively even deny 
the imputation of sin when the law was non-existent. See on ver. 13. 

Ver. 16 f. Acad rovro] Inference from ver. 15, consequently from the 
wrath-operating nature of the law, on account of which it is so utterly in- 
capable of being the condition of the «Anpovoyuia, that the latter must on the 
contrary result from the opposite of the law—from faith, etc. Comp. on 
ver. 14f. This conclusion is so evident and pertinent that it required only 
the incomplete, but thus all the more striking expression : ‘“‘ therefore of 
Saith, in order that according to grace,” to the end that, etc. — é riorewc] 
scil. of kAnpovduoe eict, according to ver. 14. The supplying, by Fritzsche and 
others, of } érayyedia yivera or éyévero from ver. 18 is forbidden by the con- 
trast in which é« rior. stands to éx véuov, ver. 14. — iva kara yap] The pur- 
pose of God in éx riotewe : ‘in order that they might be so by way of grace,” 
not by way of merit. Comp. ver. 4 and dwpedy ili. 24. — ei¢ 7d elvar BeBaiav 
x.7.4.] contains now in turn the divine purpose,’ which prevails in the kara 
ydpw. They shall be heirs by way of grace ; and why by way of grace ¢ In 
order that the promise may be sure, i.e. may subsist in active validity as one 
to be realized (the opposite of xarjpyyta, ver. 14) for the collective posterity 
(i.e. for all believers, see v. 11, 13), not for those alone, who are such out of the 
law (not solely for believers who have become so out of the legal bond of 
Judaism), but also for those who ure such out of the faith of Abraham,? 1.¢. 


1 Here also the peculiar deeper scope of 2 éy rior, "ABpade goes together (in oppo- 
the view given is often left unnoticed, and sition to Fritzsche, who has conceived the 
is Td elvacis taken as inference; so that, etc. oréppare to be supplied as before ’ABp., and 
See on the other hand on i. 20, made the genitive ABpaéu dependent on it), 
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whose Abrahamic kinship is based on Abraham’s faith, the uncircumcised 
believers.1. If anything else than yapuc (such as dge/Anua) were the reason 
determining God to confer the «inpovouia, then both halves of the orépya, in 
their legal imperfection, would be unsecured with respect to the promise. 
As it is, however, believing Jews as also believing Gentiles have in the 
divine yépec the same guarantee that the xAypovouia shall be imparted to 
them é« mictews.—bc¢ éore mat. navt. juov] reiterated (comp. vv. 11, 12) 
solemn setting forth of the fatherhood of Abraham for all (xdvrwv) believers 
(juov), which was indeed the pith and fundamental idea of the entire argu- 
ment (since ver. 9) ; there is therefore no new point raised here (Hofmann), 
but this fatherhood of the patriarchin the history of salvation, already 
clearly laid down, is summarily expressed afresh, in order (ver. 17), after 
the insertion of a testimony from Scripture, to present it, by means of 
katévavtt ov k.T.A., in its holy, divine guarantee and dignity. —ér marépa 
Troha x.T.A.] Gen. xvii. 5, closely after the LXX.; therefore 67, for, which 
in the original text specifies the reason of the name Abraham, is repeated 
by Paul without any special bearing on his connection, simply as forming 
part of the words of Scripture. — zarépa roAAdv é6v.] Aptly explained, in 
the sense of the Apostle, by Chrysostom and Theophylact : ob kata ovocKqy 
ovyyéveray, GAAG Kat’ olkeiwoww wiotewc. In this spiritual sense—which the 
passage of Scripture expresses typically—he is constituted by God as father 
of many nations (Gin so far, namely, as all believers from among the Jews 
and all Gentile peoples are to be, in the history of salvation, his spiritual 
orépua), 1.€. appointed, and thus made so.?_ Even the original text cannot 
have meant by 5°41 merely the twelve tribes of Israel (Hofmann). It means 
the posterity of Abraham, in so far as Gentile peoples also shall be sub- 
jected to it. The Israelite tribes would be DDY. —xarévavti od éxior. Ocov| 
is connected, after the parenthesis (cade . . . . ce), with b¢ ore nati marr. 
To get rid of the parenthesis by supposing a suppressed intervening 
thought (Philippi), or an asyndeton, as if it were «al xatévavte x.7.A. (van 
Hengel), is a harsh and arbitrary course ; while it is impossible to regard 
karévavte K.T.A. aS explanation of the kaboc yéyparrac (Hofmann), because 
kale yéyp. can only be taken as the quite common (occurring thirteen times 
in our Epistle) simple formula for quoting a Scripture proof, and not as : 
‘in harmony with the Scripture passage.” —xarévavr:, equivalent to the 
classical katevavtiov, means over against (Mark xi. 2, xii. 41 ; Luke xix. 30), 
i.e. here: in presence of (katevoriov), coram, as after the Heb. frequently in 


LGV. 


the LXX. and Apocrypha.® 


since it is not Jews and Christians, but Jevw- 
ish and Gentile believers who are placed side 
by side, and in the latter the faith of Adra- 
ham (comp. ver. 10) is the characteristic. 

1 Theophylact: mavti td oméppari, tovréore 
TaCL TOLS MLaTEVOVTLY' OV MOVOY TOLS EK VOMOV, 
TOUTETTL TOLS EumEpLTdMoLs, AAAG Kal TOLs akpo- 
Bvotous, olrwes ciot omépua ABpadm éx micTews 
alT@ yerndevtes. 


The attraction is to be resolved into : xatévavte 
Tov Oeod, Karévavte ob ériotevoe : coram Deo, coram quo credidit.* 


Quite anal- 


2 Compare Heb. i. 2; 1 Macc. x. 65, xiv. 34; 
Hom. Od. xv. 253, Zl. vi. 300; Plat. Theaet. 
p. 169 E; Pind. OJ. xiii. 21. 

$ See Biel and Schleusner. 

4 The coram, in presence of, is neither to 
be explained ad exempilum (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact and others), nor 
“according to the will” (Reiche, Krehl and 
others), nor “according to the judgment” 
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ogous are such passages as Luke i. 4, rept dv «arn yfOne Adyov, instead of mepr 
Tov Adyov rept bv Katy x., Matt. vii. 2 al.* So also rightly Philippi and Hof-. 
mann ;* comp. Miircker. The mode of resolving it adopted by most com- 
mentators (Thomas Aquinas, Castalio, Calvin, Beza, Er. Schmid, Grotius, 
Estius, and others ; also Tholuck, Rtickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, 
Ewald, van Hengel, Buttmann) : karévavte Ocod  ériorevoe, is at least at 
variance with the wswal mode of attraction, since the attraction of the rela- 
tive, which, not attracted, would stand in the dative, has no precedent in 
the N. T., and even in Greek authors very seldom occurs.* Finally, the ex- 
planation which takes xarévavrs ob as equivalent to xatévavte robrov, bri, and 
the latter as equivalent to av ot, propterea quod, and in accordance with 
which 807i x.7.4. is then taken as genitive absolute (‘‘ whilst God, who quick-: 
eneth the dead, calleth also to that which is not, as though it were present,” 
Mehring), is wrong just because «atévavre has not the sense supposed. — rod 
Cwor. T. vexpode, kat x.7.A.] Distinguishing quality of God as the Almighty, 
selected with practical reference to the circumstances of Abraham (vv. 
18-21) : “‘who quickeneth the dead and calleth the non-existent as though it 
were,” and certainly, therefore, can quicken the decayed powers of procrea- 
tion, and dispose of generations not yet in existence. A reference to the 
offering of Isaac, whom God could make alive again (Krasmus, Grotius,. 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and Mangold), is so foreign to the connection that it. 
would have required definite indication. The (woroveiv trode vexpote is a 
formal attribute of the almighty God. 1 Sam. ii. 6; Wisd. xvi. 13; Tob.. 
Silos comp, Deutsxxxil, 9, Seevalso John v. 21 532 Cor. 1.9); 1 "Lime 
vi. 18. Origen, Ambrosiaster, Anselm, erroneously hold that the vexpot are 
spiritually dead, a view which the context must have rendered necessary ; 
comp. Olshausen, who holds that fwor. and «ad. indicate typically the 
spiritual awakening and the new birth ; also Ewald, who will have the ap- 
plication made to the revivifying of the dead Gentiles into true Christians., 
—kKahodvrog Ta py dvta oe brra] 7.e. ‘‘who utters His disposing decree over that 


(Rickert, K6llner, Fritzsche, Maier, Um- 
breit and others), nor ‘‘ vi atque potestate 
divina” (Koppe), nor “before the omnis- 
cience of God” (Olshausen), but is to be left 
without any modifying explanation. Abra- 
ham is vealized as present, just as he stands, 
matnp TavTwy yuav face to face with the God 
who had appeared to him, and has become 
a believer in conspectu Dei. This vivid reali- 
zation of the believing patriarch, as if he 
were standing there as father of us all be- 
fore the face of God, just as formerly in 
that sacred moment of history, is a plastic 
form of presentation which, inaptly con- 
demned by Hofmann, quite accords with 
. the elevated and almost poetic strain of the 
following words. It also fully warrants 
the coupling of carévayre «.7.A. With 65 éote 
marhp ravrwv huav ; it is unnecessary to seek 
a connection with 67 marépa . . . Tédeukd ce, 
either with Bengel, who compares Matt. 


ix. 6, or with Philippi, who, thereby getting 
rid of the parenthesis, inserts after redecca 
ce the thought: “and as such he has been 
appointed.” 

1 See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 177; 
Schmid in the 7vib. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 1831, 
2, p. 1307 f.\5, Winer, p. 155 f. [H. T. 1647); 
comp. on Acts xxi. 16. 

2 Who, nevertheless, in consequence of 
his incorrect view of cadms> yéypamrtat, pro- 
fesses to illustrate the carévayre thus: ‘** At 
that time, when he believed, he stood face to 
Jace with God as Him who quickeneth the 
dead, etc.; and by the fact, that God has 
shown Himself to be just the same as Him 
before whom he then stood, it has so come to 
pass, that he is now before Him, the father of 
us all.” 

3 Kiihner, a@ Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 5, Gramm, 
Ti 2p. O14, 


168 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

which does not exist, equally as over the existing.” What a lofty expression of 
all-commanding power! And how thoroughly in harmony with the then 
position of Abraham! For as he stood before God and believed (Gen. xv. 
6), God had just showed to him the stars of heaven, with the promise oitw¢ 
éotae td orépua cov! So that God hereby issued his potent summons (so 
shall it be!) to something that was not (the oépua of Abraham) as though 
it had been. This explanation (followed also by Riickert and Philippi) is 
perfectly faithful to the sense of the words, and as much in harmony with 
the vividly realized situation of Abraham, as it is appropriate to the paral- 
lelism ; for the latter is climactic, leading from the vexpoic to the ra pi dvra. 
kate like 81P, does not here mean to name Hofmann, (comp. Loesner and 
Benecke), which would refer to the name of father pronounced by God, and 
have in view the divine knowledge, but on the contrary, correlative with the 
mighty Cworoieiv t. vexp. (comp. duvarde ver. 21), it denotes the call of the 
Ruler, which He issues to that which is subject to His power. Comp. Ps. 
1. 1; Is. xl. 26 ;* Gc is the simple as of comparison. Parallels in point are 
found in Philo, de Jos. p. 544 C, where it is said of the force of imagination, 
that it pictures ra uy ovta bc bvta ; and Artemidor. i. 53, p. 46, ed. Rigalt. 
where it is said of the painter, that he represents ra py évta dc bvTa. Paul 
could also have, like Clement, Oor. II. 1, used ra ov« évra (the non-exist- 
ent, Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 3), as the contradictory antithesis of 7a évra (comp. 
also Plat. Rep. p. 476 E); but the negation is conceived subjectively, from 
the standpoint of the subject who calls : he calls the things, which he knows 
as non-existent, as if they were.” Still what Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 37 f., 
deduces from ra 7 6vra—that that which enters into historical existence was 
not previously an absolute nothing, but an object of divine knowledge—is 
based on the common conception of «adeiv in the sense of creative activity, 
which is erroneous. No doubt xadeiv, as is well known, often denotes the 
creating call of God (Isa. xxii. 12, xli. 4, xviii. 13 ; 2 Kings viii. 1 ; Wisd. 
xi, 25 ; Philo, de creat. prine. p. 728 B, where ra pu) évta éxddecev is further 
defined by ei¢ rd elvac ; comp. de Opif. p. 13 E). In this case we should 
have to think by no means of the historical aet ef creation out of nothing 
(Piscator, Estius and others), but rather, on account of the present participle, 
either of the continuous creative activity (Kéllner), or (better still on ac- 
count of the parallel of Cwor.) of an abiding characteristic of God generally, 
from which no time is excluded. But this whole interpretation of xaeiv is 
set aside here by o¢ dvra, For d¢ cannot be taken for eic (Luther, Wolf, 
and others), because an use so utterly isolated in the N. T. is in itself very im- 
probable, and because, where d¢ stands in classic authors in the sense of eic, it 


1 Quite contrary to the context Erasmus, 
Ch. Schmid, Koppe and B6hme take cadetvin 
the dogmatic sense. And yet even Fritzsche 
and Mangold have gone over to this ex- 
planation : “ homines nondum inlucem edi- 
tos ad vitam aeternam invitat.” Van Hengel 
takes cadetv as arcessere, and Ta pH byte that 
which is of no account (see on 1 Cor, i. 28), so 
that the sense would be: ‘‘ quaecunque nul- 


Tivs numeri sunt arcessivit (to the childship 
of Abraham), quasi sint in pretio.” But this 
peculiar interpretation of 2} 6yra and opta 
must have been specifically suggested by 
the context, especially as it strips off the 
whole poetical beauty of the expression. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anabd. iy. 4,15, and Kiihner 
in loc. ; Baeumlein, Partik. p, 278. 
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is only so used in reference to persons,’ or, at the most, where what is personal 


" isrepresented by neuter objects.2_ Some desire &¢ dvra to be taken for d¢ éo6- 


peva (de Wette), or as a summary expression for el¢ 7d elvac &¢ dvta (Reiche, 
Kéllner, Tholuck, de Wette, Bisping), but these expedients are arbitrary in 
themselves, and, in the case of the latter especially—secing that svra would 
have to be taken in the sense of the result, as only adjectives are elsewhere 
used (see on Matt. xii, 43, and Breitenbach, ad. Xen. Occ. 4, '1)—é¢ would 
only be superfluous and confusing. 

Vv. 18-21. More particular setting forth of this faith of Abraham, ac- 
cording to its lofty power and strength. Eldec rac ridnot kal ta KwAbuara Kat 
THY vYnAjy Tov diKaiov yrounv ravta brepBaivovcav, Chrysostom. \ 

Ver. 18. "Oc] Parallel to the é¢ éore «.7.4. ver. 16 ; therefore only a comma 
or a colon need be put after dc évra. — én’ éAridc] on hope, is the basis of the 
éxior. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 10 ; frequent in Greek authors. See also Tit. i. 2. 
Abraham’s faith was opposed to hope (rap’ édnida, frequent in classical 
writers) in its objective reference, and yet not avéArioroc, but rather based on 
hope in its subjective reference,—a significant oxymoron. — eic 7d yevécbau k.7.A. | 
Rightly Luther : in order that he might be. Comp. Riickert, Tholuck, 
Philippi. It contains the end, ordained by God, of the éior., thus ex- 
hibiting Abraham’s faith in its teleological connection with the divine de- 
cree, and that in reference to the word of God, ver. 17 ; hence, it is less in 
harmony with the context to take el¢ 7d yevéobas x.7.A. as the purpose of 
Abraham. Ver. 11, ei¢ 76 eivac aro x.7.4. 18 quite analogous. Following | 
Beza, many writers (including even Reiche, K6llner, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Krehl, Mehring, Hofmann, take ¢ei¢ rd yev. as the object of éxior.; quite 
contrary to the usage of the N. T. ; see on ver. 11. Here, as in every case 
previously, the object of faith (the divine promise) is quite self-evident. 
The view which explains it of the consequence (Bohme, Flatt, Fritzsche, 
following older writers) for cal obrwe éyévero, is linguistically erroneous (see 
on i. 20), and quite at variance with the tenor of the discourse; for in vv. 
19-21 the delineation of the faith itself is still continued, so that at this stage 
the result (it is introduced in ver. 22) would be quite out of place. — xara 
rd elpnu.| belonging to yevécOac x.7.A., not to émiorevoe (Hofmann, in accord- 
ance with his incorrect view of ¢ei¢ 7d «.7.4.).—obtrwc] What is meant by 
this, Paul assumes to be familiar to his readers ; and therefore the corre- 
sponding part is by no means wanting. F G and several Fathers (also Vulg. 
ms.) have after cov the addition : a¢ of dorépeg tov aipavod Kal 7 dupog Tie 
Oardconc. The first half only is a proper gloss ; the kai 7 du. r. 0aa. does not 
lie in the ovrwc, Gen. xv. 5, but is imported from Gen. xii. 16. 

Vv. 19-21 are still dependent on éc, completing the description of the 
believing Abraham : and (who), because he was not weak in Faith, regarded not 
his own dead body.* Theophylact has properly expressed the meiosis in 7 
ao0.: pp dobevioac TH TioTel, GAN ioxupdv adtiv Eyov. By my the dofev. is neg- 


1 Hermann, ad Viger. p. 853; Poppo,ad dead. Therefore vevexp. without the article. 
Thuc. II. 1, p. 318 ff. Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iy. 6,1; Stall- 

2 See Déderlein, philolog. Beitr. p. 303 ff. baum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 573 A. 

3 j.e, his own body: which was one already 
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“« 


atived from the point of view of the subject. Comp. on ver. 17. — ov 
karevénae] [See Note XLVII. p. 178.] he did not fix his attention thereon. 
Comp. Heb. iii. 1, x. 24; Luke xii. 24 ; Judith x. 14. This remark is no 
historical Binder iConeiae ong with Ga. xvii. 17 (de Wette; comp. 
Riickert), but is quite in harmony with the account given in Gen. xv. 5, 6, 
where, immediately after the divine promise oitw¢ éora: 76 oxépua cov it is 
said: kal éméiorevoev ABp. 16 Ceo. This (and not what is related in 
Gen. xvii. 17) is the fact which Paul here exhibits in greater detail, inas- 
much as he depicts the «al ériorevce of Gen. /.c., in its strength at first neg- 
atively (in the non-consideration of bodily obstacles) and then positively. 
The immediately decided faith of Abraham in Gen. xv., to which Paul here 
refers, is not inconsistent with the subsequent hesitation, Gen. xvii. (the 
account of which, moreover, belongs to another author) ; the latter is a 
wavering which may easily be understood from a psychological point of 
view. Comp. the doubt of the Baptist as to the Messiahship of Jesus, Matt. 
xi. 2 ff. —vevexpwyévov and véxpwore conveying the idea of decrepitude with 
reference to the powers of procreation and of conception respectively. 
Comp. Heb. xi. 12; Kypke, II. p. 164. — éxatovraérne «.t.A.] although so 
advanced in years that he might naturally have regarded, etc., yet he did 
not do so. The rov is the circiter in approximate statements of number ; 
Herod. i. 119; vii. 5); Diog. L. viii. 86. Comp. Xen. Oec. 17, 3. Not 
used by Paul elsewhere. Abraham was then ninety-nine years old. See 
Gen. xvii. 1, 17, xxi. 5. ‘‘Post Semum nemo centum annorum generasse 
Gen. xi. legitur,” Bengel.*—- Observe, as to kai r. véx., that the negation ov 
katévonoe extends to both the objects of the sentence. Hofmann’s objection 
to our reading,’ and his declaration that instead of xaé we should expect 
ovdé are erroneous. ® The véxpwor¢ is the deadness of the womb attested as 
having already set in at Gen. xviii. 11. Was Sarah still to become a 
mother é« mrodi¢ yaorpé¢ (Pind. Pyth. iv. 98) !—eic d8 tiv érayyeAiav x.T.A.] 
[See Note XLVIII. p. 178.] The negative proposition in ver. 19 is, in the 
first place, still more specially elucidated, likewise negatively, by cic . . . . 
arvoria (Jé, the epexegetical autem), and then the positive opposite relation is 
subjoined to it by aaa’ éveduv. «.7.2. In the former negative illustrative 
clause the chief element giving the information is ic r. émayy. tr. Ocov, Which 
is therefore placed first with great emphasis: ‘‘dut with regard to the 
promise of God he wavered not incredulously, but waxed strong in faith,” ete. 


1 With regard to the children subsequent- 2 With the reading without od (see the crit. 


ly begotten with Keturah, Gen. xxy. 1 ff., 
the traditional explanation, already lying 
at the foundation of Augustine, de Civ. D. 
Xvi. 28, is sufficient, viz. that the power of 
begetting, received from God, continued 
after the death of Sarah.—On éxarovraérys 
comp. Pind. Pyth, iv. 503. According to the 
uncertain canon of the old grammarians 
(see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 406 f.) it ought to 
have been written here as an oxytone (so 
Lachmann) because it is the predicate of a 
person. Comp. Kiihner, I. p. 420. 


remarks) the thought conveyed is: ang 
without having been weak in faith he regarded, 
etc., but did not become doubtful in respect to 
the promise of God, ete. Comp. Hofmann, 
But “y acd. +r. rior. would thus be super- 
fluous, and even logically unsuitable in re- 
lation to ver. 20. Simply and clearly Paul 
would only have written : kai katevoynoe ev 
70 €avTod THma K,T.A, cis Sé THY Emayy. K.T.A. 
>See Winer, p. 460 [E. T. 498 f.]; Butt- 
mann, newt. Gr. p. 315 [E. T. 868 f.]. Comp. 
also Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. vi. 10, not. crit, 


CHAP. Iv., 19-21. : Wal 


Since in this way the discourse runs on very simply and suitably to the 
sense, it is unnecessary to resort to the more awkward suggestion, that 
Paul already begins the antithetic statement with dé (however, see Hartung, 
Partikell. 1. p. 171), to which nevertheless he has again given the emphasis 
of contrast through the negative and positive forms (Philippi, who, how- 
ever, admits our view also; comp. Tholuck and others). In no case, 
however, can it be said, with Riickert, that Paul wished to write ic 
dé tT. érayy. T. Ocod éxiat. undév Siaxpivduevoc, but that his love for antitheses 
induced him to divide the idea of érior. into its negative and positive 
elements, and that therefore cig should be referred to the éricr. at first 
thought of. De Wette (comp. Krehl) conjectures that, according to the 
analogy of moretew eic, ei¢ is the object of dvexp. It is the quite usual in 
regard to, as respects; see Winer, p. 871 [E. T. 897]. —dvaxpivecba:] To 
waver, the idea being that of a mental struggle into which one enters, xiv. 
23; Matt. xxi. 21; Acts x. 20; see Huther on James i. 6. This usage is 
so certain in the N, T., that there is no need to translate, with van Hengel : 
non contradiait, referring to Gen. xvii. 17 ff., in which case rq dmoria is 
supposed to mean : ‘‘ quanquam in animo volvebat, quae diffidentiam inspi- 
rarent.” Such a thought is foreign to the connection, in which everything 
gives prominence to faith only, and not to a mere resignation. —rq amoria, 
is instrumental, in the sense of the producing cause, but r@ iors, on 
account of the correlation with dofev. 7m riorec in ver. 19, is to be taken as 
the dative of more precise definition, consequently : he wavered not by means 
of the unbelief (which in such a case he would have had), but became strong 
as respects the faith (which he had). Hofmann’s explanation is erroneous, 
because not in keeping with the dofev. r. rior. above. He takes rq iore: as 
causal : by faith Abraham was strengthened “ to an action in harmony with 
the promise and requisite for its realization.” This addition, which can 
hardly fail to convey a very indelicate idea, is a purely gratuitous impor- 
tation. — évedvvaue0n] became strong, heroic in faith ; passive. Comp. Aq. 
Gen. vii. 20 : évedvvaudOn 76 bdop. Heb. xi. 34 ; Acts ix. 82; Eph. vi. 10; 
LXX. Ps. lil. 7: éveduvaydby én rH waradryte abrov. In Greek authors the 
word does not occur. —Jdov¢ déEav 7 Oe@] while he gave God glory, and* 
was fully persuaded (xiv. 5 ; Col. iv. 12) that, ete. The aorist participles 
put the d.dévac dégav x.7.2. not as preceding the évedvvayoby, or as presupposed 
in it, but as completed stmultaneously with it (comp. on Eph. i. 5). — didévae 
ddgav (132 $D3) rH OcH denotes generally every act (thinking, speaking or 
doing) that tends to the glory of God (Josh. vii. 19; Jer. xiii. 16 ; Esr. x. 
11; Luke xvii. 18 ; John ix. 24; Acts xii. 28) ; and the context supplies 
the special reference of its meaning. Here: by recognition of the divine 
omnipotence (not circumceisione subeunda, as van Hengel thinks), as is shown 
by what follows, which is added epexegetically. ‘‘Insigne praeconium 
fidei est, gloriam Deo tribuere,” Melanchthon. The opposite: 1 John. 10, 
— énfyyeAta] in a middle sense. Winer, p. 246 [E. T. 262]. 


1 The evidence against nai is too weak. the Sods Sd. r, ©. Oecumenius has aptly Te- 
Without it rAnpod, would be subordinated to marked on mAnpod,: ovK clive TUTTEVTAS, 
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Ver. 22. Result of the whole disquisition, emphatically pointing back to 
ver. 8 (éhoylaty ait@ ele Sucacocbvyv). — 616 Kai] on which account also (i. 24), 
namely because Abraham believed so strongly as is described in vv. 18-21. 
— The subject of é2oyicbn (it was reckoned) is self-evident, viz. the believing. 
Comp. Niigelsbach, zur Ilias, p. 60, ed. 3. 

Vv. 23-25. Relation of the Scripture testimony as to Abraham’s justifi- 
cation to the justification of Christians by faith ; with which the proof for 
the véuov lorapev da THE ioTews (iii. 81) is completed. — dr airéy] on his ac- 
count, in order to set forth the mode of Ais justification. Then, corresponding 
thereto? 6’ juac. Comp. Beresch R. 40, 8: ‘‘Quicquid scriptum est de 
Abrahamo, scriptum est de filiis ejus.” On the idea generally comp. xiv. 
4; 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 6, 115 Gal. iii. 8.— péArer Aoyifecfar] namely the mo- 
reve, Which, in accordance with the divine ordination, is to be reckoned 
to us Christians (uéAAec),—to us, as those who believe on Him that raised up 
Jesus. éAdec (comp. on viil. 13) is therefore not to be taken for éyeAAe, 
(Bdhme, comp. Olshausen), but contains what God has willed, which 
shall accomplish itself continuously as to each concrete case (not for the first 
time at the judgment, as Fritzsche thinks) where Christ is believed on. 
The jueic, i.e. the community of believers (not however conceived as becom- 
ing such, as Hofmann supposes), are the constant recipients of the fulfilment 
of that which was once written not merely for Abraham’s sake but also for 
theirs. —roic rictetovory] not : who from time to time become believing (Hof- 
mann), which is not consistent with juac, but: quippe qui eredunt. The 
émt tov éyelpavra x.t.A. that is added then points out the specific contents, 
which is implied in the wéAAec AoyifecAar, for the morebery that has not yet 
been more precisely defined. In and with this faith we have constantly the 
blessing of the Aoyi{ec#a: divinely annexed to it. Comp. viii. 1. And the 
ént Tov éyeipavta K.7.A. (Comp. X. 9) is purposely chosen to express the charac- 
ter of the faith, partly on account of the necessary analogy with ver. 17,7 

‘and partly because the divine omnipotence, which raised up Jesus, was at 
the same time the strongest proof of divine grace (ver. 25). Regarding ézi, 
comp: on ver. 5. — rapedé6y] standing designation for the divine surrender of 
Christ, surrender wnto death (viii. 82), pérhaps after Is. lili. 12. It is at the 
same time self-surrender (Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 2), since Christ was obedient 

' to his Father. — did ra apart. sjudv] on account of our sins, namely, that they 

might be atoned for by the Macrhpiov of Jesus, if, 24 f., v. 8 f. — dua tHv 
ducaivow judv] on account of our justification, in order to accomplish on us 

the judicial act of transference into the relation of dicavocévy. Comp. v. 18. 

For this object God raised Jesus from the dead ;? for the resurrection of 


GAN éEuharixdrepov, It corresponds with the 
Juli victory of the trial of the patriarch’s 
faith at the céose of its delineation. 

1 But in point of fact to ‘‘believe on 
Christ’ and to ‘‘ believe on God who raised 
Christ,” are identical, because in both cases 
Christ is the specific object. 

2 Compare Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 829. For 
the view which the older Reformed theolo- 


gians (comp. also Gerhard in Calovius) took 
of the state of the case as an acquitial from 
our sins, Which was accorded to Christ and 
to us with Him through His resurrection, 
see Ritschl, Rechifertigung und Versihnung, 
I. p. 283 f. According to Beza, Christ could 
not have furnished the atonement of our 
sins, if He had not, as the risen victor, van- 
quished death. But the case is rather 
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the sacrificed One was required to produce in men the faith, through which 
alone the objective fact of the atoning offering of Jesus could have the ef- 
fect of dixaiwore subjectively, because Christ is the laorhpiov did ric mlorEewc, 
ili, 25. Without His resurrection therefore the atoning work of His death 
would have remained without subjective appropriation ; His surrender dca 
Ta raparr. judy would not have attained its end, our justification. Comp, 
especially 1 Cor. xv. 17; 2 Cor. v. 20 f., xv.; 1 Pet. i. 21. Moreover the 
two definitions by d:4 are not two different things, but only the two aspects 
of the same exhibition of grace, the negative and the positive ; of which, 
however, the former by means of the parallelism, in which both are put in 
juxtaposition, is aptly attributed to the death as the objective tAaorhpiov, and 
the latter to the resurrection, as the divine act that is the means of its ap- 
propriation.* Melanchthon has well said: ‘‘Quanquam enim praecessit 
meritum, tamen ita ordinatum fuit ab initio, ut tunc singulis applicaretur 
cum fide acciperent.” The latter was to be effected by the resurrection of 
Jesus ; the meritum lay in His death, but the raising Him up took place for 
the dixaiworc, in which His meritwm was to be realized in the faithful. Comp. 
viii. 84. Against the Catholic theologians, who referred dcx. to sanctification 
(as Maier, Bisping, Déllinger, and Reithmayr still do), see Calovius. Nor 
is intercession even (viii. 34) to be introduced into dia tH diKaiwow Audv 
(Calvin and others ; also Tholuck and Philippi), since that does not take 
place to produce the dixacoctvy, but has reference to those who are already 
justified, with a view to preserve them in the state of salvation ; consequently 
the dcxaiwore of the subjects concerned precedes it. 


Notes py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


XXXVI. Ver. 1. ri ody épotdmuev ebpnkévac ’ABpadyu kata odpKa; 
potpev ebp p p 


It seems better to regard this question as involving an objection or difficulty 
anticipated by the Apostle as arising from the other side. If the doctrine of 
faith establishes the law in its truest meaning and follows out the line cf the 
O. T., it was natural to ask from the Judaistic standpoint, What can we hold that 
Abraham gained according to the flesh, i.e. in the sphere to which works belong? 
To this question, as taken up into the Apostle’s discourse and presented in his 
own language, the answer is, Nothing—nothing, that is, in respect to the great 
matter under consideration, The question implies this answer, and the fol- 
lowing verses confirm it. Weiss ed. Mey., indeed, declares this to be an arbi- 
trary assumption, and maintains that a question involving such a negative 


death of Christ, whereby believers have 
died to their former life, and with His res- 


conceived as the converse: Christ could 
not have risen, if His death had not expi- 


ated our sins. In this way Christ has not 
merely died izép juov, but has also been 
raised again (2 Cor. vy. 15); without His say- 
ing power, however, having been in itself 
conditioned only by the resurrection (to 
which, in the main, the views of Ottinger 
and Menken ultimately come). 

1 The reference to the fellowship with the 


urrection as an entrance into a new state 
of life no longer conditioned by the fiesh 
(see Rich. Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 74), 
is inadmissible ; because it does not corre- 
spond to the prototype of Abraham, which 
determines the entire representation of 
justification in this chapter, 
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could not be derived from iii. 31, because in that verse there is no indication 
of anything calling for it. But is an assumption arbitrary which enables us 
to connect with this verse the following context in a natural and a simple way, 
and saves the necessity of giving to ydp, as Weiss does, the sense (very uncom- 
mon, if ever found in the N. T. in such sentences) of namely, or indeed ? And as 
for iii. 31, there was surely, to the Jewish mind, if not to the mind of the mod- 
ern commentator, a suggestion in the claim of that verse of a depreciation of 
the glory of Abraham, and just such a suggestion as might call for and occasion 
the entire course of reasoning which fills this fourth chapter, 


XXXVI. Ver. 1. kava odpxa. 


The words xara oépxa, whether we read etpnxéva after nudv, with T. R. Meyer, 
Godet, etc., or after époduev, with Tisch., Weiss, etc., are probably to be connected 
with that verb (so Meyer, Weiss). The question considered in the next verses 
is, not whether he gained anything, but whether he gained anything xara cdpxa. 
R. V. text makes according to the flesh qualify forefather. A. R. V. joins the 
phrase with the verb. The text of Westcott and Hort omits eipyxévac altogether, 
with B and 47. The meaning, then, is, What shall we say of Abraham our 
forefather according to the flesh? This text is recognized in R. Y. marg. 


XXXVI. Ver. 2. ei ydp ’ABpadyu x.T.A. 


After all the discussion of this verse, and the various attempts made to ex- 
plain it, the view of Calvin, Hodge, etc. seems to be the most satisfactory 
that can be offered. The only serious objection to it is that which Meyer sug- 
gests—that the words mpd¢ Oedv-occur only after a”A’ ov, instead of being in- 
serted after éyeu. xavynua of the preceding clause. But when we consider that, 
if this view be adopted, we have a simple and complete proof of the negative 
answer which is suggested by ver. 1; that we have the O. T. argument for 
the Pauline doctrine introduced, in a most natural way, as starting from the 
question of that verse; and that the writer may have placed the words zpo¢ 
Gedv where they are, because the following verses were to direct attention to 
God's accounting of faith as righteousness,—while they would easily be carried 
back by the reader’s mind to the previous clause also, inasmuch as glorying 
before God is manifestly in the line of thought,—this objection loses much of 
its force, and must be regarded as overbalanced by the other considerations. 


XXXIX. Ver. 3. éAoyicAn ei¢ dixaroodyny. 


The meaning of the phrase éAoyicn el¢ dixacoctvyv is rendered clear, (a) by 
the passages in which Paul uses this verb (with eic) with reference to other 
subjects than the one here under consideration, Rom. ii. 26, ix. 8 (ef. Acts 
xix, 27) ; (b) by the passages in which he uses the same verb with 6c, Rom. 
vili. 836; 1 Cor. iv, 1. (cf. Rom. vi. 11, a kindred passage, although d¢ is 
omitted) ; (¢) by the passages in which the verb occurs, with either of the two 
prepositions, in the LXX. (eic, 1 Kings i. 13; Job xli. 23; Ps. cv. 31; Isa. 
xxix. 175 xxxii. 15; xl.17; Lam. iv. 2; Hos. viii. 12—dc, Gen. xxxi. 15; Job 
xli. 20; Ps. xliii. 22 ; Isa. v, 28, xxix. 16, xl. 15; Dan. iv. 32 ; Amos vi. 5)3 (d) 
by kindred passages in the Apoe. books (with eic, Wisdom of Sol. ii. 16, ix. 6 : 
1 Mace, ii. 52—with d¢, Eccl. xxix. 6). The comparison of these passages 
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proves, beyond reasonable doubt, that the phrases éAoyloOn elc and 2A. de are sub- 
stantially equivalent to each other. They differ only as our expressions : to 
count a person for a wise man, and to count him asa wise man. To urge, as 
some have done, that sic- cwrnpiay, ei¢ uerdvoiay, etc., Sometimes, in other con- 
nections, mean, that they might be saved, etc., has no force. We have here a 
peculiar phrase, used by many of the Scripture writers. They all employ it 
with asingle and definite meaning. They never, when using it, give the telic 
sense to the preposition. If they do not give it this sense where there is no 
reference to the case of Abraham, the conclusion is irresistible that they do 
not where there is such a reference. When Abraham believed, therefore— 
such is the Apostle’s statement—his faith was reckoned to him by God for, i.e. 
as if it were, actual righteousness. Faith is not actual righteousness, but, 
in view of the provision made by the grace of God for the forgiveness of sins, 
it is accounted as if it were: compare ii. 26, where the uncircumcision of the 
Gentile, in the supposed case, is reckoned as circumcision, though actually it 
is not circumcision. Faith, in the Christian system, is thus accepted of God 
in the place of the perfect righteousness which, on the legal method, was 
required for justification ; and the man who believes is declared right before 
the Divine tribunal—all obstacles on the governmental side having been 
removed by the sacrifice of Christ (cf. iii. 24-26). It may be noticed, also, 
that in no passage in Paul’s writings, or in other parts of the N. T. where 
Aoyifecfar cic, or the verb alone, is used, is there a declaration that anything 
belonging to one person is imputed, accounted, or reckoned to another (the 
use of the kindred verb éAAdya (Philem. 18) constituting no proper excep- 
tion), or a formal statement that Christ’s righteousness is imputed to believers. 
It is the believer's own faith—as it was in the case of Abraham—which is 
reckoned to him. 


XL. Ver. 5. Aoyiferar—eic¢ dSixacoobvny, 


The parallelism of vv. 4 and 5 would call for the words od Aoyiferar kara 
ddeiAnua, dAAd Kata ydpwv at the end of verse 5, instead of those which are found 
there. The substitution of these latter words is easily accounted for as arising 
from the inserted micrevovt: «.T.4., and also as designed to meet the thought of 
the following verse ; and even more easily, on account of the fact that the sub- 
stituted words carry with them, also, the idea of those whose place they fill. 


XLI. Ver. 9. 6 paxapiopoe odv ottoc x.T.A. 


The question suggested here is the one which naturally follows after the 
preceding context. If justification is shown in the O. T. to be by faith, 
because Abraham was thus justified, how far does it extend? Is it limited 
to the circumcision, or does it reach out to the uncircumceision also? The 
question is suitably put in this form, because Abraham was, in the course of 
his life, in both conditions ; and it can be readily answered by noticing the 
fact, that he is spoken of in the history as having had his faith accounted tu 
him for righteousness while he was yet uncircumcised. 

In the manner of introducing the question of this verse, a peculiarity of 
Paul's style may be observed. The allusion to David is not for the purpose of 
bringing forward a second example, but only (as Meyer also says) to give a 
confirmation from David’s words of what is established by the single example 
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of Abraham. This passage concerning David’s macarism, therefore, is paren- 
thetical as related to the main line of thought. But here, as in other places in 
his epistles, when the Apostle returns, at the end of the parenthesis, to the 
direct course of the argument, he remains, in his phraseology, under the 
influence of what he has just before been saying. A striking instance of this 
may be seen in v. 18, 19, comp. with v. 15-17. Here it may be noticed in the 
words paxapiopoc obv oboe. 


XLII. Ver. 11. ei¢ 76 elvac avrov martépa, K.7.A. 


In vv. 11, 12 we find a correspondence with Gal. iii. 7. The grammatical 
connection with the immediately preceding context is different, indeed, in the 
two passages, and consequently the presentation of the thought in its details is 
also different. But the central point in relation to the reasoning is the same. 
In both cases we haye—in substance here, and formally in Gal.—the conclusion 
which follows from the fact that Abraham was justified by faith. If he re- 
ceived his justification by this means, all believers (whether Gentiles or Jews) 
may likewise receive it. In Gal. this thought is expressed by saying that 
those who have faith (and they only) are sons of Abraham ; in these verses, 
by saying, that Abraham is the father of all who have faith. 


XLII. Ver. 12. aA2d Kat toic ctoryodoww. 


Westcott and Hort suppose roic to be a ‘‘ primitive error [the original read- 
ing not having been rightly preserved in any existing document] for avdroic.” 
Alford says, ‘‘ The inversion of the article appears to be in order tu bring out 
more markedly” the two ideas—‘‘who are not only of é« wepit., but also of 
oroy.” Shedd, with a similar thought apparently, regards the second arti- 
cle as employed for the purpose of more emphatically calling attention to the 
added characteristic. Godet considers the first rof¢ as a pronoun, but the 
second as a simple definite article: ‘‘ those who are not only of the circum- 
cision, but, at the same time, the (individuals) walking, ete.’’ Weiss ed. Mey. 
suggests that the true explanation may be in the fact, that here also, as in 
ver, 11, the essential condition to a sharing in what Abraham had is a similar 
faith to his—to those who are not only circumcised, but—also in this case, 
only to those who walk, etc. Philippi says, ‘‘It is to be borne in mind that 
negligences of expression occur in the most practised and correct writers.” 
Gifford supposes that the Apostle himself, or his amanuensis, or one of the 
earliest transcribers of the Epistle, inserted a superfluous article: The expla- 
nation of Godet appears fanciful, and is contrary to all the probabilities of the 
case. That of Weiss involves, to say the least, a very unusual form of express- 
ing the supposed idea. That of Alford and Shedd assumes an emphasis which 
can hardly be proved to inhere in the repeated article. The Greeks did not, 
apparently, adopt this course to secure emphasis, and it is doubtful whether 
any such design on the part of the writer would have been suggested to the 
reader’s mind by the repetition, The textual conjecture of Dr. Hort (W. & H.) 
may.be an ingenious one, but has no external support. It seems better to 
hold, with Meyer, de Wette, ete., that the article is erroneously repeated, or, as 
Winer and Philippi say, that there is here an instance of negligence of style. 


The irregularity may, very probably, be explained in connection with the fact 
that Paul was not writing, but dictating. 
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XLIV. Ver. 13. ob yap did véuou 4 éwayyeria K.t.A. 


At ver. 13 the thought—although, here again, the grammatical connection 
and the manner of introducing the new point are different—turns to what in 
the Epistle to the Galatians is presented in iii. 8-10; The O. T. proof 
for justification by faith, as founded on the case of Abraham, rests not 
only upon the fact that he was justified in this way, but also upon the 
peculiarity of the promise which was given to him. ‘ The argument in Galatians 
is this: The promise was a promise of blessing ; those who are of the law are 
under a curse, and hence cannot be sharers in the blessing ; consequently the 
men who receive the fulfilment of the promise must be believers, and only 
believers. In the passage before us, it is changed somewhat by reason of the 
exigencies of the context, but, in substance, it is the same. The promise is 
here described in its relation to Abraham—that he should be heir of the 
world ; in Galatians, in its relation to his believing successors—that all the 
nations should be blessed in him. Of this promise it is said that it did not 
come to Abraham through the law, but through faith, and the proof presented 
is (like that in Galatians), that the law works toward a result opposite to the 
one indicated in the promise—namely, toward wrath, and not blessing. The 
experience of the fulfilment of the promise, therefore, could not be secured to 
any—much less to all the true seed of Abraham (both Jews and Gentiles), if it 
were attainable only through the law. On the other hand, it is and can be 
made sure only through faith. : 


XLV. Ver. 13. dud vdpov. 


That véuoc, in vy. 13, 14, means the Mosaic law is evidenced, (a) by the fact 
that, when the Apostle presents in ver. 15 the proof of the statement which he 
makes respecting vduo¢ in ver. 14, he uses the words 6 véuoc. In order to the 
completeness of this proof, the two expressions must refer to the same thing ; 
(b) by the parallelism, in its main thought, of this passage with Gal. iii. 
8-10. The proof there offered (ver. 10) requires the same correspondence 
between the two which is demanded here; (c) by the contrast, in the verses 
which immediately follow, both here and in Galatians, between faith and the 
law—where the reference is clearly to the law of Moses; (d) by the fact that 
in Gal. iii. 18—where a similar statement is found to that of ver. 14 here, 
and véuov is used—the preceding verse to which this statement is subordinate 
has 6 vdéuoc, and is in the midst of a surrounding context which deals especially 
with the position and effect of that particular law which the Jews knew. 
Meyer holds that vdéuoc of the last clause of ver. 15 also means the Mosaic 
law—where the law is not, etc.—and this is very probably, though not certainly, 
the true explanation. If, however, this be not the meaning, the peculiar form, 
of expression—with the negative—must be regarded as indicating the more 
universal sense, where there is no law. 


XLVI. Ver. 15. otd2 rapaBaouc. 


mapdBacwc, mapafdrns, and rapagaive, refer to that particular sort of sin or 
wrong which consists in transgression of positive or revealed or written law. The 
use of the first of these words here, therefore, shows that Paul certainly did: 
not mean by vduoc of this verse any law whatever, whether revealed law or the: 
law of nature, This view of the meaning has been held by some writers, but 
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is quite indefensible. ‘‘ Transgression,” in the Pauline language, always pre- 
supposes the existence of revealed or positive law. The evidence respecting 
the use of these words may be seen by examining the passages in which they 
occur : mapaBaive, Matt. xv. 2,3; Acts i. 25; 2 John 9 (T. R.) ; tapaBarne, 
Rom. ii. 25, 27; Gal. ii. 18 ; James ii. 9, 11; wapdPacuc, Rom. ii. 23, iv. 15, v. 
14 ; Gal. iii. 19; 1 Tim.ii. 14; Heb. ii. 2, ix. 1d. 


XLVII. Ver. 19. od katevénaev. 


In opposition to the view of Meyer, who adopts oi, T. R. (see his critical 
remarks at the beginning of the chapter), W. & H., Tisch., Treg., Weiss, Godet, 
and others, omit it. Weiss ed. Mey. claims that Meyer's explanation of the 
negative uf before dofevjoac, as being from the point of view of the subject, is 
to be rejected because Abraham cannot be regarded as reflecting on the char- 
acter of his faith, and that a rhetorical meiosis, such as is supposed by Mey, 
Philippi, and others (following Theophylact), would certainly have been 
expressed with otk. The wf, he thinks, can only deny such an aoteveiv as 
apparently would be necessarily united with xarevincev ; and hence he holds 
that the od before the last mentioned verb cannot have been in the original 
text. As against Meyer’s view respecting u7 Weiss seems to be correct, but it 
is doubtful whether his own positive position can be maintained. Can we not, 
with Winer, p. 486, account for uy (if we read od xatevonoev), as introducing a 
supposition or conception which is to be denied? Philippi claims, on the 
other hand, that the od cannot be dispensed with, because the subjoined dé 
(ver. 20) would, in that case, have required the insertion of wév after xatrevdoqoev. 
Buttm. (p. 356), however, shows that while wév would be demanded ina 
classical writer, there is more looseness of usage in the case of Paul and the 
other N. T. authors. The attempt to determine on absolute grounds that the 
one or the other reading must, of necessity, be adopted seems to be vain, and 
the question must be decided according to the probabilities of the case, both 
external and internal. The external evidence undoubtedly favors the omission 
of od. The internal argument is more evenly balanced, but the connection 
with ver. 18, in which Abraham is represented as resting his belief upon hope 
in God, where there seemed to be no ground for hope on the human side, and 
the fact that Gen. xvii. 17 is the passage in the O. T. narrative to which the 
language of the verse is most nearly conformed, may be regarded as, on the 
whole, confirming the evidence of the oldest mss. If od is omitted, yu) aobevacac 
may be translated, with R. V. and Weiss, without being weakened [or weak] in 
faith, or, perhaps better, with Buttm. (cf. Godet), not being weak, ete. the clause, 
‘as Godet expresses it, ‘‘ controlling all that follows,” as if a sort of negative cause. 
The former rendering is exposed, in some degree, to the objection presented 
by Meyer, that the clause thus becomes superfluous. He holds, however (see 
his note), that this is the true rendering of the text, if read without od, and 
presents the objection as an argument against that text. 


XLVITI. Ver. 20. eic dd rhv éxayyeriav. 


If ov is omitted before carevdycev, dé is to be explained as equivalent to on the 
other hand, or yet; although he considered the facts which made the result 
promised seem impossible, he yet was so far from wavering through unbelief, 
that he was even strengthened, etc. 
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CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 1. fyouev] Lachm. (in the margin), Scholz, Fritzsche, and Tisch. (8) read 
éyopuer, following A B* C D K L 8%, min., several vss. (including Syr. Vulg. 
It.) and Fathers. But this reading, though very strongly attested, yields a 
sense (let us maintain peace with God) that is here utterly unsuitable ; because 
the writer now enters on a new and important doctrinal topic, and an exhortation 
at the very outset, especially regarding a subject not yet expressly spoken of, 
would at this stage be out of place.!. Hence the éyouev, sufficiently attested by 
B** &** F G, most min., Syr. p. and some Fathers, is to be retained ; and the 
subjunctive must be regarded as having arisen from misunderstanding, or 
from the hortatory use of the passage. — Ver. 2. 77 miorec] wanting in BD EF 
G, Aeth. It. ; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. (7), as also by Ewald. Following 
ver, 1, it is altogether superfluous ; but this very reason accounts for its omis- 
sion, which secured the direct reference of ei¢ tr. yap. tavt to mpooay, The gen- 
uineness of 77 micte: is also attested by the reading év 77 miorec (so Fritzsche) 
in A &** 93, and several Fathers, which points toa repetition of the final letters 
of éoynxauEN.—Ver. 6. After acfevav preponderating witnesses have érz, which 
Griesb. Lachm. and Tisch. (8) have adopted. A misplacement of the ér: before 
yap, because it was construed with acfsvdv, along with which it came to be 
written. Thus érz came in twice, and the first was either mechanically allowed 
to remain (A C D* &), or there was substituted for it eiye (B), or et¢ ri (F G), or 
ei yap.. The misplacement of the é7 came to predominate, because a Church- 
lesson began with Xpioréc. — Ver. 8. 6 Oedc, which a considerable number of 
witnesses have before cic 7ud¢ (so Tisch. 7) is wanting in B. But as the love 
of Christ, not that of God, appeared from ver. 7 to be the subject of the dis- 
course, 6 Ged¢ was omitted. — Ver 11. cavyduevor] F G read xavyouev ; L, min., 
and several Fathers xavyoueba. Also Vulg. It. Arm. Slav. express gloriamur. 
An erroneous interpretation. See the exegetical remarks, — Ver. 12. The sec- 
ond 6 Gdvaroc is wanting in DEF G62, It. Syr. p. Aeth. and most Fathers, also 
Aug. In Syr. with an asterisk; Arm. Chrys. Theodoret place it after dujAdev. 
Tisch. (7) had omitted it. But as the word has preponderant testimony in its 
favour, and as in order to the definiteness of the otherwise very definitely ex- 
pressed sentence it cannot be dispensed with, if in both halves of ver. 12 the 
relation of sin and death is, as is manifestly the design, to be expressly put for- 
ward, 6 Oévaroc, omitted by Tisch., must be defended. Its omission may have 
arisen from its apparent superfluousness, or from the similarity between the 
final syllables of av@pdILOYS and OavaTO3. — Ver. 14. u/]is wanting in 62, 63, 
67**, Or. and others, codd. in Ruf. and Aug., and is declared by Ambrosiaster 


1 This even, in opposition to the opinion vero non videtur.” Hofmann also has not 
of Tisch. (8), that on account of the weighty been able suitably to explain the our 
testimony in its favour ¢xwuev cannot be which he defends. See the exegetical re- 


rejected, ‘nisi prorsus ineptum sit ; ineptum marks. 
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to be an interpolation. But it is certified partly by decisive testimony in its 
favour; partly by the undoubted genuineness of the «ai; and partly because 
the jj apparently contradicts the erroneously understood é9' © (in quo) mavteg 
fywuprov in ver. 12. See Reiche, Commentar. crit. I. p. 39 ff. — Ver. 16. duapri- 
cavtoc] D EF G, 26, 80, and several vss. and Fathers read dwaptjuatoc, which 
Griesb. recommended. A gloss occasioned by the antithesis é« woAA. mapar- 
Topdtwv.— Ver. 17. tH Tod évde mapaxrwpatc] So also Lachm. and Tisch. 
(8) following BC K LP 8, vss., and Fathers, But A F G read év évi rapanr., 
D E év 70 én) rapant. 47, Or. év évde mapant. The original reading was most prob- 
ably the simplest, év év? mapant., which, though not most strongly, is neverthe- 
less sufficiently attested (also recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Tisch. (7), 
because from it the rise of the other variations can be very naturally explained. 
By way of more specific indication in some cases, the article was added (D E), 
in. others évi was changed into évéc (47, Or.). But, seeing that in any case the 
sense was quite the same as in the 76 Tod évoc mapanr. read in ver. 15, this was 
at first written alongside asa parallel, and then taken into the text. 


ContTENTS.—Paul has hitherto described the d:xatoctvn éx riorews in respect 
of its necessity (i. 18-iii. 21); of its nature (iii. 21-30); and of its relation 
to the law (iii. 31-iv. 25). He now discusses the blessed assurance of salvation 
secured for the present and the future to the dixawwbévrec éx wiorewe (ver. 1-11); 
and then—in order clearly to exhibit the greatness and certainty of salvation 
in Christ, more especially in its divine world-wide significance as the blissful 
epoch-forming counterpart of the Adamite ruin—he presents us with a de- 
tailed parallel between this salvation and the misery which once came through 
Adam (vv. 12-19), and was necessarily augmented through the law (vv. 20, 
21). 

Ver. 1.’ Ody draws an inference from the whole of the preceding section, 
ili. 21-iv. 25, and develops the argument in such a form that dicawévrec, 
following at once on dia rHv dikaiwow ju., heads the sentence with triumph- 
ant emphasis. What a blessed assurance of salvation is enjoyed by believers 
in virtue of their justification which has taken place through faith, is now 
to be more particularly set forth ; not however in the form of an evhortation 
(Hofmann, in accordance with the reading éywuev) ‘to let our relation to 
God be one of peace” (through a life of faith), in which case the emphasis, 
that obviously rests in the first instance on dicaiwo6. and then on eipfrq, is 
taken to lie on did Tod Kvpiov ju. I. X. — eiphynv éy. w. T. Ocdv] [See Note 
XLIX. p. 220.] He who is justified is no longer in the position of one to 
whom God must be and is hostile (éy@pd¢ Oecd, ver. 9 f.), but on the con- 
trary he has peace (not in a general sense contentment, satisfaction, as Th. 
Schott thinks) in his relation to God. This is the ‘peace which consists in 
the known objective state of reconciliation, the opposite of the state in which 
one is subject to the divine wrath and the sensus irae. With justification 
this peace ensues as its immediate and abiding result.2 Hence drcaw6évrec 

. - Exouev (comp. Acts ix, 31; John xvi. 83). And through Ohrist (6a 


' On vv. 1-8 see Winzer, Commentat. Lips. 1869, p. 3 ff. 
1832. On the entire chapter Stélting, Bei- 2 Comp. Dorner, die Rechtfert. durch den 
trage 2. Hxegese ad. Paul. Briefe, Gottingen, Glauben, p. 12 f. 


\ 


OHARA nes 181 
tov kvplov «.t.A.) as the etpyvoroide is this pacem obtinere (Bremi, ad Tsoer. 
Archid. p. 111) procured ; a truth obvious indeed in itself, but which, in 
consonance with the strength and fulness of the Apostle’s own believing ex- 
perience, is very naturally again brought into special prominence here, in 
order to connect, as it were, triumphantly with this objective cause of the 
state of peace what we owe to it respecting the point in question, ver. 2. 
There is thus the less necessity for joining did tov kupiov x.7.A. with eiphyny 
(Stélting) ; it belongs, like xpd¢ r. Oedv, in accordance with the position of 
éxouev, to the latter word. — rpic (of the ethical relation, Bernhardy, p. 265), 
as in Acts ii. 47, xxiv. 16.1 It is not to be confounded with the divinely 
wrought inward state of mental peace, which is denoted by eipfrvy tov @cod in 
Phil. iv. 7 ; comp. Col. iii. 15. The latter is the subjective correlate of the 
objective relation of the elpjyy, which we have mpéc rv Oedv, although in- 
separably combined with the latter. 

Ver. 2. Av ov cai «.7.A.] Confirmation and more precise definition of the 
preceding dia. . . . "Ijcov X. The xai does not merely append (Stélting), 
but is rather the ‘‘also” of corresponding relation, giving prominence pre- 
cisely to what had here an important practical bearing i.e. as proving the 
previous dvd xvpiov «.7.A. Comp. ix. 24; 1 Cor. iv. 5 ; Phil. iv. 10. The 
climactic interpretation here (Kéllner : ‘‘a heightened form of stating the 
merit of Christ ;’ comp. Riickert) is open to the objection that the zpocaywyy 
el¢ T. yap. is not something added to or higher than the eip#v7, but, on the 
contrary, the foundation of it. If we were to take xa? . . kai in the sense 
“Cas well. .. . as” (Th. Schott, Hofmann), the two sentences, which are 
not to be placed in special relation to iii. 23 would be made co-ordinate, 
although the second isthe consequence of that which is affirmed in the first. 
— tiv mpocaywynv| the introduction,® Xen. Cyrop. vii. 5, 45 ; Thuc. i. 82, 2; 
Plut. Mor. p. 1097 E, Lucian, Zewx. 6 ; and see alsoon Eph. ii. 18. Through 
Christ we have had our introduction to the grace, etc., inasmuch as He 
Himself (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18) in virtue of His atoning sacrifice which re- 
moves the wrath of God, has become our zpocaywyebc, or, as Chrysostom 
aptly expresses it, waxpdv dvtac rpoofzyaye. In this case the preposition dud, 
which corresponds with the 6:4 in ver. 1, is fully warranted, because Christ 
has brought us to grace in His capacity as the divinely appointed and di- 
vinely given Mediator. Comp. Winer, p. 354 f. [E. T. 378 f.]. —'To r. mpocay. 
éoyhx. belongs cig r. yapwv tabtyv ; and rH miorer, by means of faith, denotes the 


1 Comp. Herodian, viii. 7, 8: avre roAcuov 
pév elpyvnv Exovtes mpds deovs. Plat. Pol. v. 
p. 465 B: cipyyny mpds addyjdovs of avdpes 
adtovow; Legg. xii. p. 955 B; Alc. I. p. 107, 
D; Xenoph. and others. 

2 Tpocaywyy ought not to be explained as 
access (Vulg. accessum, and so most inter- 
preters), but as leading towards, the mean- 
ing which the word always has (even in 
Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12). See Xen. /.c.; Tovs euovs 
gidous Seouévous mpocaywyns. Polybius uses 
it to express the bringing up of engines 
against a besieged town, ix. 41, 1, xiv. 10, 


‘abide by the rendering ‘ access.” 


9 ; comp. i. 48, 2; the bringing up of ships to 
the shore, x.i. 6; the bringing of cattle into 
the stall, xii. 4, 10. In Herod. ii. 58 also the 
literal meaning is: a leading up, carrying 
up in solemn procession. Tholuck and van 
Hengel have rightly adopted the active 
meaning in this verse (comp. Weber, vom 
Zorne Gottes, p. 316); whilst Philippi, Um- 
breit, Ewald, Hofmann (comp. Mehring) 
Chrysos- 
tom aptly observes on Eph. ii. 18: ov yap 
ad’ éautdv mpoojAdouev, GAN Vm avTod 


TpPOTHXOINMEY. 
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subjective medium of +r. xpocay. icyfayev. On the other hand, Oecumenius, 
Bos, Wetstein, Michaelis, Reiche, Baumgarten-Crusius take r. mpooaywy. ab- 
solutely, in the sense of access to God (according to Reiche as a figurative 
mode of expressing the beginning of grace), and cic rv yap. tabr. as belong- 
ing to r@ rioree. In that case we must supply after xpooay. the words xpd¢ 
r. Oedv from ver. 1 (Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12) ; and we may with Bos and Michae- 
lis explain zpocaywyf by the usage of courts, in accordance with which 
access to the king was obtained through a rpocaywyete, sequester (Lamprid. 
in Alex. Sev. 4). But the whole of this reading is liable to the objection 
that rioric cic Hv ydpuv Would be an expression without analogy in the N. T. 
— éoyfxauev) Not : habemus (Luther and many others), nor nacti sumus et 
habemus (most modern interpreters, including Tholuck, Riickert, Winzer, 
Ewald), but habuimus, namely, when we became Christians. So also de Wette, 
Philippi, Maier, van Hengel, Hofmann. Comp. 2 Cor. i. 9, ii. 13, vil. 5. 
The perfect realizes as present the possession formerly obtained, as in Plat. 
Apol. p. 20 D, and see Bernhardy, p. 379. — ic t7v yap. tai7.] The divine 
grace of which the justified are partakers ' is conceived as a jield of space, into 
which they have had (éoyfxavev) introduction through Christ by means of 
faith, and in which they now have (éyouev) peace with God. — év 9 éor#xaper] 
does not refer to 77 wiores (Grotius), but to the nearest antecedent, riv yapu, 
which is also accompanied by the demonstrative : in which we stand. The 
joyful consciousness of the present, that the possession of grace once en- 
tered upon is permanent, suggested the word to the Apostle. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 1; 1 Pet. v. 12. —xkai kavyoueba] [See Note L. p. 221.] may be regarded 
as a continuation either of the last relative sentence (év 7 éor#x., so van 
Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, Stédlting), or of the previous one (d? od xa? x.7.2.), 
or of the principal sentence (eip#v. Eyouev). The last alone is suggested by 
the context, because, as ver. 8 shows, a new and independent element in the 
description of the blessed condition is introduced with xa? cavyouefa. — 
Kavyaoba expresses not merely the idea of rejoicing, not merely ‘‘ the inward 
elevating consciousness, to which outward expression is not forbidden” 
(Reiche), but rather the actual glorying, by which we praise ourselves as 
privileged (‘‘ what the heart is full of, the mouth will utter”). Such is its 
meaning in all cases. — On éri, on the ground of, i.e. over, joined with kavy., 
comp. Ps. xlvili. 6; Prov. xxv. 14; Wisd. xvii. 7; Ecclus. xxx. 2. No 
further example of this use is found in the N. T.? It is therefore unneces- 
sary to isolate kavyoueGa, so as to make én’ eAridc independent of it (iv. 18 ; 
so van Hengel). Comp. on the contrary, the ceuviveofa: éxi tax frequent in 
Greek authors, The variation of the prepositions, éxi and in ver. 8 é, is 


1 For to nothing else than the grace ex- 
perienced in justification can eis r. yap. r. be 


ogy.—The demonstrative tavtyy implies 
something of triumph. Compare Photius. 


referred in accordance with the context 
(Stxavwdévres)—not to the dlessings of Chris- 
tianity generally (Chrysostom and others, 
including Flatt and Winzer; comp. 
Riickert and Kéllner); not to the Gospel 
(Fritzsche) ; and not to the eipyvy (Mehring, 
Stolting), which would yield a tame tautol- 


The joyful consciousness of the Apostle is 
still full of the high blessing of grace, 
which he has just expressed in the terms 
Stkaiwors and Suxavodévres. 

2 But see Lycurgus in Beck. Anecd. 275, 4; 
Diod. S. xvi. 70; and Kiihner, II. 1, p. 436, 
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not to be imputed to any set purpose ; comp. on iii. 20; iii. 25 f. al, —The 
défa r. cov is the glory of God, in which the members of the Messiah’s 
kingdom shall hereafter participate. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; John xvii. 22, 
also viii. 17 ; Rev. xxi. 11 ; 1 John iii. 2 ; and see Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 376. 
The reading of the Vulg. : gloriae jiliorwm Dei, is a gloss that hits the right 
sense. Reiche and Maier, following Luther and Grotius, take the genitive 
as a genit. auctoris. But that God is the giver of the dééa, is self-evident and 
does not distinctively characterize it. Riickert urges here also his exposition 
of ili. 23; comp. Ewald. But see on that passage. Flatt takes it as the 
approval of God (iii. 23), but the éAridc, pointing solely to the glorious future, 
is decisive against this view. It is aptly explained by Melanchthon : ‘quod 
Deus sit nos gloria sua aeterna ornaturus, i.e. vita aeterna et communicatione 
sui ipsius.” 

Vv. 3, 4.7 Ob pédvov dé] scil. kavyducba én’ éArtds tHe dbENC T. Ocod.? — év Taic 
OAinp.| of the tribulations (affecting us), as commonly in the N. T. éy is con- 
nected with kavyacba (ver. 11 ; 2 Cor. x. 15; Gal. vi. 13). Comp. Senec. 
de prov. iv. 4: ‘‘gaudent magni viri rebus adversis non aliter quam fortes 
milites bellis triumphant.” As to the ground of this Christian nabynow, see 
the sequel. On the thing itself, in which the believer’s victory over the 
world makes itself apparent (viii. 35 ff.), comp. 2 Cor. xi. 30, xii. 9 ; Matt. 
vy. 10, 12 ; Acts v. 41; 1 Pet. iv. 12f. Observe further, how with the joy- 
ful assurance of ample experience the triumphant discourse proceeds from 
the éAme rie d6Enc, as subject-matter of the xavyaoGa, to the direct opposite 
(év taicg OAiecw), which may be likewise matter of glorying. Others 
(Gléckler, Baumgarten-Crusius, Stélting) erroneously render év as in, which 
the contrast, requiring the object, does not permit, since év r. A. is not oppos- 
ed to the év 7 in ver. 2.— irouovgv] endwrance,* namely, in the Christian 
faith and life. Comp. ii. 7 ; Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13. Paul lays down the 7 
Orig dou. Katepyat. unconditionally, because he is speaking of those who 
have been justified é« ricrewc, in whose case the reverse cannot take place 
without sacrifice of their faith. —doxiujv] triedness, 2 Cor. ii, 9, vill. 2, ix. 
13; Phil. ii. 22, ‘‘ quae ostendit fidem non esse simulatam, sed veram, vivam 
et ardentem,” Melanchthon. Triedness is produced through endurance (not 
made known, as Reiche thinks) ; for whosoever does not endure thereby be- 
comes ddé«:oc. There is here no inconsistency with Jamesi. 3. See Huther. 
— Arida] namely, rij¢ SdEn¢ r. Oeod, as is self-evident after ver. 2. The hope, 
it is true, already exists before the doxu4 ; nevertheless, the more the Chris- 
tian has become tried, the more also will hope (which the adéx:yo¢g loses) con- 


and full of life is the climax in our passage ! 


1 See a climax of description, similar in 
point of form in the Tractat. MW 9, 15 
(see Surenh. III. 309): ‘‘ Providentia parit 
alacritatem, alacritas, innocentiam, inno- 
centia puritatem, puritas abstinentiam, ab- 
stinentia sanctitatem, sanctitas modestiam, 
modestia timorem, timor sceleris pieta- 
tem, pietas spiritum sanctum, et spiritus 
sanctus resurrectionem mortuorum.”’ In 
contrast with this, how fervent, succinct, 


For other chains of climactic succession, 
see Vili. 29 ff., x. 14 ff. ; 2 Pet. i. 5 ff. 

2 Examples of the usage (ver. 11, viii. 23, 
ix. 10; 2 Cor. viii. 19) may be seen in Kypke, 
II. p. 165 ; Vigerus. ed. Herm. p. 543; Heind. 
and Stallb. ad Phaed. p. 107 B. Comp. 
Legg. vi. p. 752 A; Men. p. 71 B. 

3Tn ratione bene considerata stabilis 
et perpetua permansio,” Cic. de inv. ii. 54, 
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sciously possess him. Comp. James i. 12. Hope is therefore present, and 
yet withal is produced by the emergence of the doxiuq, just as faith may be 
present, and yet be still further produced through something emerging 
(John ii. 11).!— Observe further, how widely removed from all fanatical 
pride in suffering is the reason assigned with conscious clearness for the 
Christian xavyao0a: év taic OAipeocin our passage. In it the é4zi¢ is uniformly 
meant and designated as the highest subjective blessing of the justified person, 
who is assured of the glorious consummation (not in ver. 3 f. as conduct and 
only in ver. 2 as blessing, as Hofmann thinks).? 

Ver. 5. ‘H d& é4ric] not, ‘‘ the hope thus established” (Oecumenius, Olshau- 
sen, Stélting), but, in accordance with the analogy of the preceding ele- 
ments, and without any excluding limitation, the hope (of glory), as such, 
consequently the Christian hope. This deceives no one who has it. It is 
self-evident, and the proof that follows gives information as to the fact, that 
this is uttered in the consciousness and out of the inward assurance of real 
living justification by faith.* — ot xaracyiver] maketh not ashamed, i.e. ‘* ha- 
bet certissimum salutis (of the thing hoped for) exitum,” Calvin, as will be 
shown at the judgment. ‘‘ Spes erit res,” Bengel. Comp. ix. 33 ; Ecclus. 
ii. 10 ; Bar. vi. 39 ; Ps. xxii. 6. Comp. also Plat. Cono. p. 183 EB, Adyouc 
Kat brooyécere Katacyivac. Polit. p. 268 D ; Dem. 314, 9. The expression 
of triumphant certainty in the present is not to be removed by changing it, 
into the futwre (Hofmann, who would read xaraoyvvei). — re 7) ayarn T. Ocod 
«.7.4.|] Ground of 7 dé Aric ob kataccy. The divine love,* effectually present 
in the heart through the Holy Spirit, is to the Christian consciousness of 
faith the sure pledge that we do not hope in vain and so as to be put to 
shame at last, but that God will on the contrary fulfil our hope. coi is 
the genitive of the subject ; the love of God to us (so most expositors follow- 
ing Origen, Chrysostom, and Luther), not of the object : love to God (Theo- 
doret, Augustine, Anselm, and others ; including Klee, Gliéckler, Umbreit, 
Hofmann, Stélting), which appears from ver. 8, as incorrect.* Comp. viii. 
39 ; 2 Cor, xiii. 18. As respects the justified, the wrath of God has given 
place to His love, which has its presence in them through the Spirit, its 
dwelling and sphere of action in believing hearts ; and thus it is to them, 
like the Spirit Himself, appaBov of the hoped-for dé&a, 2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5. — 

-éxxéyura| Figure for abundant, living effective communication (Acts ii. 17, 
x. 45). The idea of abundance is already implied in the sensuous image of 
outpouring, but may also, as in Tit. iii. 6, be specially expressed. ° — éy raic 
xapdiatc| denotes, in accordance with the expression of the completed fact, 
the being spread abroad in the heart (motus én loco), Comp. LXX. Ps. xlv. 
2. — dia rvetuaroc «.7.A.] Through the agency of the Spirit bestowed on us, 


1 Comp. Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl., p. 207 f. 

2 Comp. the 7Seta éAmis, Which del raépeore, 
in contrast to the ¢jv mera Kaxijs éAmidos in 
Plato, Rep. p. 881 A. 

8 Comp. Diisterdieck in the Jahrb. f. D. 
Th. 1870, p. 668 ff. 

4As is well said by Calovius: ‘quae 
charitas effusa in nobis non qua inhaesionem 


subjectivam, sed qua manifestationem et qua 
effectum vel sensum ejusdem in cordibus 
nostris  effusum.”” Comp. Melanchthon 
(against Osiander). 

5 Among Catholics this explanation of ac- 
tive love was favoured by the doctrine of 
the justitia infusa. 

* Comp. generally Suicer, Thes. I. p. 1075. 


wy 
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who is the principle of the real self-communication of God, the divine love 
is also poured out in our hearts ; see viii. 15, 16 ; Gal. iv. 6. 

Ver. 6. Objective actual proof of this ayéry r. Ocoi, which through the 
Spirit fills our heart. Comp. as to the argument viii. 39.  ‘ For Christ, 
when we were yet weak, at the right time died for the ungodly.” —éri] can in 
no case belong to arédave (Stélting), but neither does it give occasion for 
any conjecture (Fritzsche : #7). Paul should perhaps have written : ér 
yap dvtav Hu. aobevov Xpiord¢ x.7.A., Or: Xpcorde yap dvTov nuav dobevov ére 
«.7.A. (hence the second ér in Lachmann) ; but amidst the collision of em- 
phasis between é~ and the subject both present to his mind, he has ex- 
pressed himself inexactly, so that now érz seems to belong to Xpioréc, and. 
yet in sense necessarily belongs, as in ver. 8, to dvrw x.7.a.! To get rid of this 
irregularity, Seb. Schmid, Oeder, Koppe, and Flatt have taken ér: as insuper, 
and that either in the sense of adeo (Koppe, also Schrader), which however 
it never means, not even in Luke xiv. 26 ; or so that a ‘for further, for 
moreover” (see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 119) introduces a second argument for 7 
d& éAric¢ ov Kkataoy. (Flatt, also Baumgarten-Crusius). Against this latter 
construction ver. 8 is decisive, from which it is clear that vv. 6-8 are meant 
to be nothing else than the proof of the ayéryr. Scot. On érv itself, with the 
imperfect participle in the sense of tune adhue, comp. Ellendt, Ler. Soph. I. 
p- 693. It indicates the continued existence, which the earlier condition 
still had.*? —dévrwr ju. aofevdav|] when we were still (érv) without strength, still 
had not the forces of the true spiritual life, which we could only receive 


through the Holy Ghost. 


1 Comp. Plat. Rep. p..503 E: ére 6 6 rére 
mapeimev voy A€éyouev ; p. 863 D: of S ere ToUTwWY 
paxpotépovs amoreivovar protovs (where é7t 
ought to stand before paxp.). Achill. Tat. 
V.18: éy Sé ert coi Tata ypahw maptévos, and 
see Winer, p. 515 [E. T. 553]. Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 333 f. [E. T. 389] ; and Fritzsche 
in loc. Van Hengel decides in favour 
of the reading with the double ér (Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, see the critical remarks) ; 
he thinks that Paul had merely wished to 
say: éru yap X. kata kaip wr. doeB. awed., but 
had in dictation for the sake of clearness 
inserted after Xprords the words 6vtwv nuov 
aod. ért. Mebring also follows Lachmann’s 
reading. He thinks that Paul intended to 
write, with emphatic repetition of the ér: 
ére yap Xpiotos, Ere Urép aceBov anédave, but 
interrupted the sentence by the insertion 
of évtwy yu. aod. Ewald, holding ei yap or 
eiye to be the original (see critical remarks) 
and then reading ér: after acdevarv, finds in 
ver. 9 the apodosis of ver. 6, and takes vv. 
7,8 as a parenthesis. Comp. also Usteri, 
Lehroegr. p. 119. Th. Schott also follows 
the reading ei yép (and after aod: ex), but 
finds the apodosis so early as ver. 6, by 
supplying after aod. érv: amédave ; whereas 


The sinfulness is purposely described us weakness 


Hofmann (in his Schriftbew. II. p. 347), fol- 
lowing the same reading, like Ewald, made 
ver. 9 fill the place of the apodosis, but now 
prefers toread ére at the beginning as well 
as also after acdevov, and to punctuate 
thus: ere y. Xpuotos ovtwy nudy acdevdr, ere 
kaTad Katpov ur. aceB. awed. With this read- 
ing Hofmann thinks that the second ér be- 
gins the sentence anew, so that with 
Xpiotos amédavey an ér stands twice, the 
first referring to 6vTwy nuay actevov, and 
the second to vrép aceBov. But itis self- 
evident that thus the difficulty is only 
doubled, because étt would both times be 
erroneously placed, which would yield, es- 
pecially in the case of the second é7, a 
strange and in fact intolerable confusion, 
since there would stand just beside it a 
definition of time (kara karpév), to which 
nevertheless the word elsewhere, so fre- 
quently used with definitions of time, is 
not intended to apply—a fact which is not 
to be disguised by subtleties. Marcker 
also would read éz twice, but render the 
first ére ‘‘ moreover,” which, however, 
would be without referenve inthe text. 

2 Baecumlein, p. 118; Schneider, ad Piat. 
Rep. p. 449 C. 
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(need of help), in order to characterize it as the motive for the love of God 
interfering to save. The idea of disease (Theodoret : rij¢ acePeiac repucerpévov 
rv vécov 3; comp. Theophylact, Umbreit, and others), or that of minority 
(van Hengel), is not suggested by anything in the context. — xara xatpév] 
may either (1) be rendered according to the time, according to the nature of 
the time, so that with Erasmus, Luther, Flacius, Castalio, Pareus, Seb. 
Schmid, also Schrader and Th. Schott, it would have to be connected with 
ac0. ;' or (2) it may belong to inép doeB. axéOave, and mean, in accordance 
with the context, either at the appointed time (Gal. iv. 4), as it is here taken 
usually, also by de Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, Maier, Baumgarten-Crusius ; 
or (8) at the proper time (see Kypke) ;? the same as év kap@, é¢ Karpov, eri 
kaipov ; Phavorinus : xara dv eikarpov x. xpoofxovta Karpdv ; and so the bare 
xaipév (Bernhardy, p. 117), equivalent to xa:piwc, the opposite of aré Karpov 
and rapa xapév. In the first case, however, x. x. would either assign to the 
do6. an inappropriate excuse, which would not even be true, since the aobévera 
has always obtained since the fall (ver. 13) ; or, if it was meant directly to 
disparage the pre-Christian age (Flacius, ‘‘ ante omnem nostram pietatem,” 
comp. Stélting and Hofmann), it would characterize it much too weakly. 
In the second case an element not directly occasioned by the connection 
(proof of God’s love) would present.itself. Therefore the third interpre- 
tation alone : at the right time (so Ewald and van Hengel) is to be retained. 
The death of Jesus for the ungodly took place at the proper season, because, 
had it not taken place then, they would, instead of the divine grace, have 
experienced the final righteous outbreak of divine wrath, seeing that the 
time of the wdpeocc, iii. 25, and of the avoyf of God had come to an end. 
Comp. the idea of the rAf#poua tov kapov, Eph. i. 10; Gal. iv. 4. Now or 
never was the time for saving the aceBeic ; now or never was the kacpic dexréc, 
2 Cor. vi. 2 ; and God’s love did not suffer the right time for their salvation 
to elapse, but sent Christ to die for them the sacrificial death of atonement.® 
—irnép| for, for the benefit of.* Soin all passages where there is mention of 
the object of Christ’s death. Luke xxii. 19, 20 ; Rom. viii. 82, xiv. 15; 1 


1Comp. Stdlting: “conformably to the 
time,” i.e. as it was suitable for the time, 
namely, the time of ungodliness. Similarly 
Hofmann, ‘‘in consideration of the time,” 
which was atime of godlessness, ‘t without 
the fear of God on the part of individuals 
making any change thereon.” 

2 Comp. Pind. Jsthm. ii. 82; Herod. i. 30; 
Lucian, Philops. 21; LXX. Is. lx. 22; Job v. 
16 ; xxxix. 18; Jer. vy. 24. 

§ According to my former explanation of 
the passage the meaning would be, that, if 
Christ had appeared and died dater, they 
would have perished unredeemed in their 
acdévera, and would have had no share in 
the act of atonement. But this view is un- 
tenable ; because’ Paul cannot have looked 
on the divine proof of love, given in the re- 
deeming death of Christ, otherwise than in 


a quite general light, ie. as given to all 
mankind, as it appears everywhere in the 
N. T. since John iii. 16. Comp. Philippi, 
with whose view I now in substance con- 
cur, although in cara xatpév, by explaining 
it as ‘‘ seasonably,”’ I find more directly an 
element of the dove, which the context pro- 
poses to exhibit. 

4Comp. Eur. Alc. 701: ph Svqok’ trip rods’ 
avdpds oS’ éya mpd cov, Iph. A. 1889; Soph. 
Trach. 705; Aj. 1290; Plat. Conv. p. 179 B: 
edeAjoaca povy Umép TOV avTHs avdpds amoda- 
vetv ; Dem. 690, 18; Xen. Cyr. vii. 4, 9 f.; 
Isocr. iv. 775 Dio. Cass. lxiv. 13; Ecclus. 
XXIx. 15: Ewe yap Thy Wuxi adrod brép cod; 
2 Mace. vi. 28, vii. 9, viii. 21; comp. also 
Ignatius, a@ Rom. 4: irép @cod arodvyckw. 
Comp. the compound tzrepdvyiccev with 
genit., so frequent especially in Euripides. 
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Cor. i. 18; 2 Cor. v. 14; Gal. iii. 18; Eph. v. 1; 1 Thess. v. Oh Oe. al 
Tim. ii, 6; Tit. ii, 14.7 That Paul did not intend by érép to convey the 
meaning énstead of, is shown partly by the fact, that while he indeed some- 
times exchanges it for the synonymous ® repé (Gal. i. 4, like Matt. xxvi. 20 ; 
Mark xiv. 25), he does not once use instead of it the unambiguous dvré 
(Matt. xx. 28), which must nevertheless have suggested itself to him most 
naturally ; and partly by the fact, that with imép as well as with epi he 
puts not invariably the genitive of the person, but sometimes that of the 
thing (duapti@v), in which case it would be impossible to explain the prepo- 
sition by instead of (viii. 3; 1 Cor. xv. 8). It is true that he has certainly 
regarded the death of Jesus as an act furnishing the satisfactio vicaria, as is 
clear from the fact that this bloody death was accounted by him as an expi- 
atory sacrifice (iii. 25; Eph. v. 2; Steiger on 1 Pet. p. 342 f.), comp. 
avriAvrpov in 1 Tim. ii. 6 ; but in no passage has he expressed the substitu- 
tionary relation through the preposition. On the contrary his constant con- 
ception is this : the sacrificial death of Jesus, taking the place of the pun- 
ishment of men, and satisfying divine justice, took place as such in com- 
modum (irép, rept) of men, or—which is the same thine—on account of their 
sins (in gratiam), in order to expiate them (repi or irép duaptiov). This we 
hold against Flatt, Olshausen, Winzer, Reithmayr, Bisping, who take irép 
as loco. That txép must at least be understood as loco in Gal. iii. 13 ; 2 Cor. 
vy. 14 (notwithstanding ver. 15); 1 Pet. ii. 18 (Riickert, Fritzsche, Phi- 
lippi), is not correct. See on Gal. l.c. and 2 Cor. J.c. ; Philem. 13 is not 
here a case in point. — dceZdv] Paul did not write 7wér, in order that after 
the need of help (aoGevév) the unworthiness might also be made apparent ; 
aceBav is the category, to which the jueic have belonged, and the strong ex- 
pression (comp. iv. 5) is selected, in order now, through the contrast, to set 
forth the more prominently the divine love in its very strength. 

Vy. 7, 8. Illustrative description (ydp) of this dying irép aceBov as the 
practical demonstration of the divine love (ver. 8). Observe the syllogistic 
relation of ver. 8 to ver. '7 ; which is apparent through the emphatic éavrov. 
— Scarce, namely, for a righteous man (not to mention for doeBeic) will any one 
die. This very contrast to the aceBeic completely shuts out the neuter inter- 
pretation of dcxatov (‘‘ pro re justa,” Melanchthon, comp. Olshausen, Jerome, 
Erasmus, Annot., Luther). On account of the same contrast, consequently 
because of the parallel between izép rod ayafot and irép dixaiov, and because 
the context generally has to do only with the dying for persons, tov ayabod 
also is to be taken not as neuter,* but as masculine ; and the article denotes 
the definite iyahbc who is in question in the case concerned. Since, moreover, 
an essential distinction between déxacoc and dyabéc * is neither implied in the 


1See also Ritschl in the Jahrb. fir 
Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 242. 

2 Bremi ad Dem. Ol. iii. 5, p. 188, Goth. 

3 Késter also in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 
812, has taken both words as neuter: 
“hardly does one die for others for the 
sake of their (mere) right; sooner at all 
events for the sake of the manifestly good, 


which they have.” 

4Comp. on the contrary Matt. v. 45; 
further, avip ayadds x. dicosos in Luke xxiii. 
50; 4 évroAy ayia x. duxaia x, ayady in Rom. 
vii. 12; 6 Sixavos nuiv avarépavtar dy ayadds 
re kat copés, Aesch. Sept. 576; Eur. Hipp. 
427 ; Thes. fr. viii. 2. 
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context, where on the contrary the contrast to both is aceBev and duaprwréy, 
nor is in the least hinted at by Paul, no explanation is admissible that is 
based on an essential difference of idea in the two words ; such as that rov 
ayatos should be held to express something different from or higher than 
éucaiov. Therefore the following is the only explanation that presents itself 
as comformable to the words and context: After Paul has said that one 
will hardly die for a righteous man, he wishes to add, by way of confirma- 
tion (yép), that cases of the undertaking such a death might possibly occur, and 
expresses this in the form : for perhaps for the good man one even takes it upon 
him to die. Thus the previously asserted irép duxaiov tue axobaveira, although 
one assents to it viz et aegre, is yet said with reason,—it may perhaps occur, 
Paul has not however written rov dccaiov in the second clause of the verse, 
as he might have done, but introduces roi ayaov, and prefixes it, in order 
now to make still more apparent, in the interest of the contrast, the category 
of the quality of the person for whom one may perhaps venture this self- 
sacrifice. Thisis substantially the view arrived at by Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, in the Paraphr., Beza, Calvin (‘‘rarissimum sane 
inter homines exemplum exstat, ut pro justo mori quis sustineat guamquam 
illud nonnunquam accidere possit”), Castalio, Calovius, and others ; recently 
again by Fritzsche (also Oltramare and Reithmayr) ; formerly also by Hof- 
mann (in his Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 348). It has been wrongly alleged that it 
makes the second half of the verse superfluous (de Wette) and weakening 
(KéUner and Riickert) ; on the contrary, In granting what may certainly 
now and again occur, it the more emphatically paves the way for the con- 
trast which is to follow, that God has caused Christ to die for quite other 
persons than the dcxaiove and ayafotc—for us sinners. Groundless also is the 
objection (of van Hengel), that in Paul’s writings the repeated ric always 
denotes different subjects ; the indefinite ric, one, any one, may indeed even 
here represent in the concrete application different subjects or the same. 
Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 20. And, even if dcaiov and rov dyafov be regarded as two 
distinct conceptions, may not the second ric be the same with the first 2 But 
the perfect accordance with the words and context, which is only found in 
the exposition offered, shuts out every other. Among the explanations thus 
excluded, are: (1) Those which take rod ayafovd as neuter, like the render- 
ing of Jerome, Erasmus, Annoé. (‘‘bonitatem”), Luther, Melanchthon (‘‘ pro 
bona et suavi re, i.e. incitati cupiditate aut opinione magnae utilitatis”), 
and more recently Riickert (‘‘for the good, ¢.e. for what he calls his highest 
good”), Mehring (‘‘for for his own advantage some one perhaps risks even life”) ; 
now also Hofmann (‘‘ what is in itself and really good .... amoral value, 
for which, when it is endangered, one sacrifices life, in order not to let it 
perish”). — (2) Those explanations which indeed take rod ayafod properly as 
masculine, but yet give self-invented distinctions of idea in reference to 
dixaiov : namely (a), the exposition, that 4 aya#é¢ means the benefactor: hardly 
does any one die for a righteous man (who stands in no closer relation to him) ; 
Jor for his benefactor one dares perchance (out of gratitude) to die. So Flacius,? 


1 Clav. I. p. 6938. ‘‘ Vix accidit, ut quis eo tamen, qué alicué valde est utilis, forsitan 
suam vitam profundat pro justissimis ; pro mori non recuset.” 
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Knatchbull, Estius, Hammond, Clericus, Heumann, Wolf, and others ; in- 
eluding Koppe, Tholuck, Winer, Benecke, Reiche, Glickler, Krehl, Maier, 
Umbreit, Bisping, Lechler, and Jatho. They take the article with dyafoo 
as: the benefactor whom he has, against which nothing can be objected 
(Bernhardy, p. 315). But we may object that we cannot at all see why 
Paul should not have expressed benefactor by the very current and definite 
term evepyéryg ; and that dya#é¢ must have obtained the specific sense of be- 
neficence (as in Matt. xx. 15 ; Xen. Oyr. iii, 8, 4, al. ap. Dorvill. ad Charit. 
p. 722; and Tholuck in loc. from the contert—a want, which the mere ar- 
ticle cannot supply (in opposition to Reiche), Hence, in order to gain for 
ayaféc the sense benejicent in keeping with the context, dixawoe would have to 
be taken in the narrower sense as just (with Wetstein and Olshausen), so as 
to yield a climax from the just man to the benevolent (who renders more than 
the mere obligation of right binds him to do). But in ver. 8 there is no 
reference to ayaféc in the sense assumed ; and the narrower sense of dixacoc 
is at variance with the contrasting duaprwAdv in ver. 8, which demands for 
dix precisely the wider meaning (righteous). Besides the prominence which 
Paul intends to give to the love of God, which caused Christ to die for sin- 
ners, while a man hardly dies for a dixatoc, is weakened just in proportion 
as the sense of déacoc is narrowed. The whole interpretation is a forced 
one, inconsistent with the undefined rod dyafov itself as well as with the en- 
tire context. —(?) No better are the explanations which find in roi ayaboo 
a greater degrec of morality than in d:caiov, consequently a man more worthy 
of having life sacrificed for him. So, but with what varied distinctions ! 
especially Ambrosiaster (the dé«acog is such exercitio, the ayatéc natura), Ben- 
gel (dix. homo innovius, 6 ayaboc, omnibus pietatis numeris absolutus. ... Vv. g- 
pater patriae), Michaclis, Olshausen, K6llner (dic.: legally just, aya@.: per- 
fectly good and upright), de Wette dix. : irreproachable, aya. : the noble), 
Philippi and Th. Schott (both substantially agreeing with de Wette), 
also van Hengel (dix. : probus coram Deo, i.e. venerabilis, dyad. : bonus in 
hominum oculis, i.e. amabilis), and Ewald, according to whom dix. is he 
‘“who, in a definite case accused unto death, is nevertheless innocent in 
that particular case,” while the aya@éc is ‘he, who not only in one such in- 
dividual suit, but predominantly in his whole life, is purely useful to others 
and guiltless in himself ;”? comp. Stélting, who finds in dix. the honest up- 
right man, and in dyafé¢ him whom we personally esteem and love. But all 
these distinctions of idea are artificially created and brought in without any 
hint from the context.*— On raya, fortasse, perhaps indeed, expressing possi- 


1 An apt illustration of this would be 
Cicero, de off. iii. 15: “Si vir bonus is est, 
qui prodest quibus potest, nocet nemini, 
recte justum virum, bonwm non facile re- 
periemus.” 

2 Hwald supposes an allusion to cases like 
these in 1 Sam. xiv. 45, xx. 17; but that it is 
also possible, that Paul might have in view 
Gentile examples that were known to him- 
self and the readers. 

3 Kunze, in the Stud. uv. Krit. 1850, p. 407 


ff., also rightly recognizes this; but ex- 
plains the second half, contrary to the 
words, as if the proposition were expressed 
conditionally («i Kai), “for tf even some one 
lightly ventures to die for the good man, 
still however God proves his love,” ete. 
Comp. Erasm. Paraphr.—Miircker explains 
itin the sense of one friend dying for an- 
other ; and suggests that Paul was thinking 
of the example of Damon and Pythias, 
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bility not without doubt, comp. Xen. Anad. v. 2, 17; Philem. 15 ; Wisd. 
xiii. 6, xiv. 19. In classic authors most frequently r4y’ dv.—kat roApa] 
etiam sustinet, he has even the courage,’ can prevail upon himself, audet. The 
xai is the also of the corresponding relation. In presence of the good man, 
he ventures also to die for him. — We may add, that the words from inép yap 
tov ayabod down to drofaveiv are not to be put (with Lachmann) in a paren- 
thesis, since, though they form only a subordinate confirmatory clause, they 
cause no interruption in the construction. — Ver. 8. dé] Not antithetical 
(‘*such are men, but such is God,” Mehring), as if the sentence began with 
6 68 Océc, but rather carrying it onward, namely, to the middle term of the 
syllogism (the minor proposition), from which then the conclusion, ver. 9, 
is designed to result. — cvviotyac] proves, as in iii. 5. The accomplished fact 
of the atoning death is conceived according to its abiding effect of setting 
forth clearly the divine love ; hence the present. The emphasis indeed 
lies in the first instance on ovvicryos (for from this proof as such a further 
inference is then to be drawn), but passes on strengthened to r7v éavrod be- 
cause it must be God’s own love, authenticating itself in the death of Christ, 
that gives us the assurance to be expressed in ver. 9. God Himself, out of 
His love for men, has given Christ to a death of atonement ; ili. 24, viii. 
32; Eph. ii. 4 ; 2 Thess. ii. 16; Johnii. 16; 1 John iv. 10eal. To find 
in tr. éavrov ayar. the contrast to our love towards God (Hofmann ; comp. 
on ver. 5) is quite opposed to the,context, which exhibits the divine demon- 
stration of love in Christ’s deed of love. That is the clear relation of ver. 
8 to ver. 6 f., from which then the blessed inference is drawn in ver. 9. 
Hence we are not to begin a new connection with ovvicrye: dé x.7.A. (Hofmann, 
‘“God lets us know, and gives us to experience that He loves us ; and this 
He does, because Christ,” etc.). The 67: cannot be the motive of God for His 
ovvioryot k.t.A., since He has already given Christ out of love ; it is meant on 
the contrary to specify the actual ground of the knowledge of the divine proof 
of love (= ei¢ éxeivo, 6714, comp. on 2 Cor. i. 18 ; John ii. 18). —eic¢ jude] 
belongs to ovvior. — rt duapt. dvr. ju.] For only through the atoning death 
of Christ have we become dixawwhévrec. See ver. 9. 

Ver. 9. To prove that Hope maketh not ashamed (ver. 5), Paul had laid 
stress on the possession of the divine love in the heart (ver. 5) ; then he had 
proved and characterized this divine love itself from the death of Christ 
(vv. 6-8) ; and he now again infers, from this divine display of love, from 
the death of Christ, that the hoped-for eternal salvation is all the more as- 
sured to us. — roAA@ obv paAAov|] The conclusion does not proceed a minori ad 
majus (Hstius and many, including Mehring), but, since the point now turns 
on the carrying out of the divine act of atonement, a majori (vv. 6-8) ad 
minus (ver. 9), — moAA@ waAdov] expresses the enhancement of certainty, as 
in vv. 15-17 : much less therefore can it be doubted that, etc. ; viv stands in 
reference to éte duaptodav bvtwv judov in ver. 8. — owOyoducba axd 7. dpyic] we 
shall be rescued from the divine wrath (1 Thess. i. 10 ; comp. Matt. iii. 7), 

1 Respecting toAuay see Wetstein, who Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 860 B ; Monk, 


properly defines it: “quidpiam grave in ad Hur. Alc, 284; Jacobs in Addit. ad Athen. 
animum inducere et sibiimperare.”” Comp. _ p, 309 f. 
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so that the latter, which issues forth at the last judgment (ii. 5, iii. 5), does 
not affect us. Comp. Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621] ; Acts ii. 40. This negative 
expression for the attainment of the hoped-for dééa renders the inference 
more obvious and convincing. For the positive expression see 2 Tim. iv. 
18. — v avrov] 2.e. through the operation of the exalted Christ, év rH Cog 
airov, ver. 10, — Faith, as the Ayrrixdy of justification, is understood as a 
matter of course (ver. 1), but is not mentioned here, because only what has 
been accomplished by God through Christ is taken into consideration. If 
faith were in the judgment of God the anticipation of moral perfection (but 
see note on i. 17), least of all could it have been left unmentioned. Observe 
also how Paul has justification in view asa unity, without different degrees 
or stages. 

Ver. 10. More special development (yép, namely) of ver. 9. —éyOpot] 
namely, of God, as is clear from xatyAA. 76 Oc@. But it is not to be taken in 
an active sense (hostile to God, as by Riickert, Baur, Reithmayr, van Hengel, 
Mehring, Ritschl in the Jahr. 7. Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 515 f. ; Weber, 
vom Zorne Gottes, p. 293, and others ; for Christ’s death did not remove the 
enmity of men against God, but, as that which procured their pardon on 
the part of God, it did away with the enmity of God against men, and there- 
upon the cessation of the enmity of men towards God ensued as the moral 
consequence brought about by faith. And, with that active conception, 
how could Paut properly have inferred his 7004 pa@AAov x.7.4., since in point 
of fact the certainty of the cwfyoduefa is based on our standing in friendship 
(grace) with God, and not on our being friendly towards God ? Hence the 
passive explanation alone is correct (Calvin and others, including Reiche, 
Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Philippi, Hof- 
mann : enemies of God, i.e. those against whom the holy Geocexbpia, the opy4 
of God on account of sin, is directed ; @eoorvyeic, 1. 80 5 réxva opyic, Eph. ii. 
8. Comp. xi. 28; and see on Col.i. 21.1 This does not contradict the 
aydrn Ocod praised in ver. 8 (as Riickert objects), since the very arrange- 
ment, which God made by the death of Jesus for abandoning His enmity 
against sinful men without detriment to His holiness, was the highest proof 
of His dove for us (not for our sins). — Consequently karyAAdynuev and 
kataAaayévrec must also be taken not actively, but passively : reconciled with 
God, so that He is no longer hostile towards us, but has on the contrary, on 
account of the death of His (beloved) Son, abandoned His wrath against 
us, and we, on the other hand, have become partakers in His grace and 
favour ; for the positive assertion (comp. ver. 1 f.), which is applicable to all 
believing individuals (ver. 8), must not be weakened into the negative and 
general conception “that Christians have not God against them” (Hofmann). 
See on Col. i. 21 and on 2Cor. v. 18. Tittmann’s distinction between 
Siadadrrew and xatadAdrrew (see on Matt. v. 24) is as arbitrary as that of 
Mehring, who makes the former denote the outward and the latter the in- 


S) 
ward reconciliation.? — év 79 Cwh abtov] by His life ; more precise specification 


1 Comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeét- 2 Against this view, comp. also Philippi’s 
sehr, 1872, p. 182. Glaubensilehre, II. 2, p. 270 ff, 


192 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 
of the import of 0? abrov in ver. 9; therefore not “‘ cum vitae ejus simus 
participes” (van Hengel, comp. Ewald). The death of Jesus effected our 
reconciliation ; ali the less can His exalted life leave our deliverance unfin- 
ished. The living Christ cannot leave what His death effected without final 
success. This however is accomplished not merely through His éntercession, 
viii. 34 (Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius), but also through His whole work- 
ing in His kingly office for His believers up to the completion of His work 
and kingdom, 1 Cor. xv. 22 ff. ‘s 
Ver. 11. 0b pdvor dé] Since xavyéuevor cannot stand for the finite tense (as, 
following Luther, Beza, and others, Tholuck and Philippi still would have 
it) ob pdvov 6é cannot be supplemented by cwfycdueba (Fritzsche, Krehl, 
Reithmayr, Wincr, p. 329, 543 [E. T. 351, 583], following Chrysostom), so 
as to make Paul say : we shall be not only saved (actually in itself), but also 
saved in such a way that we glory, etc. Moreover, the present cavydcbac 
could not supply any modal definition at all of the future cwijoduea. No, 
the participle cavyou. compels us to conceive as supplied to the elliptical ov 
pévoy dé (comp. on ver. 3) the previous participle karaAAayévrec (KGliner, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann ; formerly also Fritzsche) ; every other ex- 
pedient is arbitrary.‘ This supplement however, according to which the 
two participles answer to each other, is confirmed by the concluding refrain : 
dv ov viv tT. KaTaAA. é4dB., which is an echo of the xataAAayévtec understood 
-with od pdvov. dé. Accordingly we must render : not merely however as recon- 
ciled, but also as those who glory, etc. Thus the meaning is brought out, 
that the certainty of the cwhfcecba év t. Cwm abtovd (ver. 10) is not only based | 
on the objective ground of the accomplished reconciliation, but has also 
subjectively its corresponding vital expression in the xavyacOa: év tO Oe 
«.7.4., In which the lofty feeling of the Christian’s salvation reveals itself.— 
év T@ Oe@| Luther’s gloss is apt: ‘‘that God is ours, and we are His, and. 
that we have in all confidence all blessings in common from Him and with 
Him.” That is the bold and joyful triwmph of those sure of salvation, — 
dia r. xupiov «.7.A.] This glorying is brought about through Christ, because 
He is the author. of our new relation to God ; hence : dv od viv tT. Kata2A. 
éAdB. The latter is that carAAdynuev of ver. 10 in its subjective reception 
which has taken place by faith. —viv is to be taken here (differently from 
ver. 9) in contrast, not to pre-Christian times (Stdlting), but to the future 
glory, in reference to which the reconciliation received in the present time 
(continuing from the conversion of the subjects of it to Christ) is conceived 
as its actual ground of certainty. 
Vv. 12-19. Parallel drawn between the salvation in Christ and the ruin that 
has come through Adam. [See Note LI. p. 221.] — Eirdy, ore éduxatwoev fuae 6 


Nee : rae A 7 
Xpiord¢, avarpéyvet Evml tTHv pilav Tov kakod, THY duaptiav Kat tov Odva- 


1 Most arbitrary of all is the view of Meh- 
ring, that od pdévoyv Sé refers back to év ™ 
Sen avrod ; and that Paul would say: not 
merely on the /ife of Christ do we place our 
hope, but also onthe fact that we now 
glory in our wnidy with God). Th. Schott 


refers it to cwSyjodpneSa, but seeks to make 
kavxwmevoe Suitable by referring it to the 
entive time, in which the salvation is still 
future, as if therefore Paul had written: 
ov povov Sé cwdynodueda, AAG Kal vov, OF év TO 
VOY KaLp@ Kavxwoueda, 
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tov, Kat delxvuowy bre tavtra Ta dbo dV évd¢e avOpdrov, Tod Adapt, elonAOev ig Tov 
. Kat ab db? évd¢ avypéOnoav avOporov, To’ Xpictov, Theophylact ; 
comp. Chrysostom, who compares the Apostle here with the physician who 
penetrates to the source of the evil. Thus the perfect objectivity of the sal- 
vation, which man has simply to receive, but in no way to earn, and of 
which the Apostlé has been treating since chap. i. 17, is, by way of a grand 
conclusion for the section, set forth afresh in fullest light, and represented 
in its deepest and most comprehensive connection with the history of the 
world. The whole ~vorfpcov of the divine plan of salvation and its history 
is still to be unfolded before the eyes of the reader ere the moral results 
that are associated with it are developed in chap. vi. 

Ver. 12.* Ava roiro] Therefore, because, namely, we have received through 
Christ the xaraAAay and the assurance of eternal salvation, ver. 11. The 
assumption that it refers back to the whole discussion from chap. i. 17 
(held by many, including Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Holsten, 
Picard) is the more unnecessary, the more naturally the idea of the xaraA- 
Aayg itself, just treated of, served to suggest the parallel between Adam 
and Christ, and the 0? ob rv KaradAaynv éAaBouev ia point of fact contains 
the summary of the whole doctrine of righteousness and salvation from i. 
17 onward ; consequently there is no ground whatever for departing, as to 
dia tovro, from the connection with what immediately precedes.? This re- 
mark also applies in opposition to Hofmann (comp. Stélting and Dietzsch), 
who refers it back to the entire train of ideas embraced in vv. 2-11. A re- 
capitulation of this is indeed given in the grand concluding thought of 
ver. 11, that it is Christ to whom we owe the reconciliation. But Hofmann 
quite arbitrarily supposes Paul in da rotro to have had in view an exhorta- 
tion to think of Christ conformably to the comparison with Adam, but to 
have got no further than this comparison. — éorep| There is here an dvayra- 
xé6dorov as in Matt. xxv. 14; and 1 Tim. i. 3. The comparison alone is ex- 
pressed, but not the thing compared, which was to have followed in an 
apodosis corresponding to the dorep. The illustration, namely, introduced 
in vv. 13, 14 of the é¢’ ¢ xévrec juaptov now rendered it impossible to add 
the second half of the comparison syntactically belonging to the dorep, and’ 


Kéomov. » . . 


Zeit. p. 102 ff. 
2 The close junction with ver. 11is main- 


1 See Schott (on vy. 12-14) in his Opuse. I. 
p. 318 ff. ; Borg, Diss. 1839 ; Finkhin the 77d. 


Zeitschr. 1830, 1, p. 126 ff. ; Schmid in the 
same, 4, p. 161 ff.; Rothe, newer Versuch e. 
Auslegung ad. paul. Stelle Rom. vy. 12-21, 
Wittemb. 1836; J. Miiller, v. d. Stinde, IL. p. 
481, ed. 5; Aberle in the theol. Quartalschr. 
1854, p. 455 ff.; Ewald, Adam wu. Christus 
Rom. v. 12-21, in the Jahrb. f. bibl. Wis- 
sensch. II. p. 166 ff. ; Picard, Hssai ewégét. sur 
Tom. v. 12 ff. Strassb. 1861; Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. I. p. 526 ff. ; Ernesti, Urspr. a. 
Stinde, Tl. p. 184 ff.; Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. 
u. Petr. p. 412 ff.; Stdlting, Zc. p. 19 ff. 5 
Klopper in the Stud. u. Krit. 1869, p. 496 ffs 
Dietzsch, Adam wu. Christus Rom. v. 12 ff., 
Bonn 1871. Compare also Lechler’s apost. 


tained also by Klépper, who unsuitably 
however defines the aim of the section, vv. 
12-21, to be, to guard the readers against a 
timid littleness of faith, as though, notwith- 
standing justification, they were still with 
reference to the future of judgment not 
sure and certain of escaping the divine 
wrath ; a timid mind might see in the tribu- 
lations anticipations of that wrath, ete. 
But how far does the entire confession of 
vy. 1-11 stand elevated above all such little- 
ness of faith! In the whole connection 
this finds no place whatever, and receives 
therefore in vy. 12-21 not the slightest men-- 
tion or reference. 
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therefore the Apostle, driven on by the rushing flow of ideas to this point, 
from which he can no longer revert to the construction with which he 
started, has no hesitation in dropping the latter (comp. generally Buttmann’s 
neut. Gr. p. 331 [E. T. 886] ; Ktithner, II. 2, p. 1097), and in subsequently 
bringing in merely the main tenor of what is wanting by the relative clause 
attached to ’Addu: be éore Timo¢ Tov péAAovToc in ver. 14% ANouLeiae 8 4 e 
uéA2. is consequently the substitute for the omitted apodosis, which, had it 
not been supplanted by vv. 13, 14, would have run somewhat thus : so also 
through one man has come righteousness, and through righteousness life, and so 
life has come to all. Calvin, Flacius, Tholuck, Kéllner, Baur, Philippi, 
Stélting, Mangold, Rothe (who however without due ground regards the 
breaking off as intended from the outset, in order to avoid sanctioning the 
Apokatastasis) find in é¢ éore rox. r. wé2A., in ver. 14, the resumption and 
closing of the comparison,’ not of course in form, but in substance ; com- 
pare also Melanchthon. According to Riickert, Fritzsche (in his commen- 
tary), and de Wette, Paul has come, after vv. 13, 14, to reflect that the 
comparison begun involved not merely agreement but also discrepancy, and 
has accordingly turned aside from the apodosis, which must necessarily 
have expressed the equivalence, and inserted instead, of it the opposition in 
ver. 15. This view is at variance with the entire character of the section, 
which indeed bears quite especially the stamp of most careful and acute 
_ premeditation, but shows no signs of Paul’s having been led in the progress 
of his thought to the opposite of what he had started with. According to 
Mehring, ver. 15, following vv. 13, 14 (which he parenthesises) is meant to 
complete the comparison introduced in ver. 12, ver. 15 being thus taken 
interrogatively. Against this view, even apart from the inappropriateness 
of taking it as a question, the aA2’ in ver. 15 is decisive. Winer, p. 503 
[E. T. 570] (comp. Fritzsche’s Conject. p. 49), finds the epanorthosis in 
TOAAG paddAov, ver. 15, which is inadmissible, because with 4A?’ oby in ver. 
15 there is introduced the antithetical element, consequently something else 
than the affirmative parallel begun in ver. 12. Others have thought that 
vv. 13-17 form a parenthesis, so that in ver. 18 the first half of the compar- 
ison is resumed, and the second now at length added (Cajetanus, Erasmus, 
Schmid, Grotius, Bengel, Wetstein, Heumann, Ch. Schmid, Flatt, and | 
Reiche). Against this view may be urged not only the unprecedented 
length, but still more the contents of the supposed parenthesis, which in 
fact already comprehends in itself the parallel under every aspect. In ver. 
18 f. we have recapitulation, but not resumption. This much applies also 
against Olshausen and Ewald. Others again have held that ver. 12 contains 
the protasis and the apodosis completely, taking the latter to begin either 
with kat obrwe (Clericus, Wolf, Glickler), or even with xa? did (Erasmus, 
Beza, Benecke), both of which views however are at variance with the par- 
allel between Adam and Christ which rules the whole of what follows, and 


1'The objection of Dietzsch, p. 43, that bring forward a very definite special state- 
TUmos asserts nothing real regarding the ment regarding the typical relation which 
second member of the comparison, is un- he now merely expresses in general terms. 
satisfactory, since Paul is just intending to 
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are thus in the light of the connection erroneots, although the former by 
no means required a trajection (ka? oirwe for obtw Kat). While all the ex- 
positors hitherto quoted have taken domep as the beginning of the first 
member of the parallel, others again have thought that it introduces the 
second half of the comparison. So, following Elsner and others, Koppe, who 
after dud rovTo conceives 2AGBouev KataAAayyy dv avrod supplied from ver. 11 ; 
so also Umbreit and Th. Schott (for this reason, because we ow6yodueba év 
Th Coq adrov, Christ comes by way of contrast to stand just as did Adam). 
Similarly Miircker, who attaches dca rovro to ver. 11. These expositions are 
incorrect, because the universality of the Adamite ruin, brought out by 
éorep k.7.A., has no point vf comparison in the supplied protasis (the expla- 
nation is dlogical) ; in Gal. iii. 6 the case is different. Notwithstanding van 
Hengel (comp. Jatho) thinks that he removes all difficulty by supplying 
éori after dud rodro ; while Dietzsch, anticipating what follows, suggests the 
supplying after dca toiro : through one man life has come into the world. — dv 
évdc avOpéxov| through one man, that is, d’? évd¢ duapticavtoc, ver. 16. A 
single man brought upon all sin and death ; @ single man also righteousness 
and life. The causal relation is based on the fact that sin, which previously 
had no existence whatever in the world, only began to exist in the world (on 
earth) by means of the first fall. Hve, so far as the matter itself is con- 
cerned (Hicclus. xxv. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 14; Barnab. Hp. 12), 
might as well as Adam be regarded as the elc dvfp. ; the latter, because he 
sinned as the first man, the former, of whom Pelagius explained it, because 
she committed the first transgression. Here however, because Paul’s object 
is to compare the One man, who as the bringer of salvation has become the 
beginner of the new humanity, with the One man who as beginner of the old 
humanity became so destructive, in which collective reference (comp. Hof- 
mann’s Schriftbew. I. p. 474) the woman recedes into the background, he has 
to derive the entrance of sin into the world from Adam, whom he has in 
view in dv évdc dvOpdr0v. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 21 f., 45 f. This is also the 
common form of Rabbinical teaching.?*— 7 dyuapria] not : sinfulness, habitus 
peccandi (Koppe, Schott, Flatt, Usteri, Olshausen), which the word never 
means ; not original sin (Calvin, Flacius, and others following Augustine) ; 
but also not merely actual sin in abstracto (Fritzsche : ‘‘nam ante primum 
facinus patratum nullum erat facinus”), but rather what sin is according to 
its idea and essence (comp. Hofmann and Stélting), consequently the deter- 
mination of the conduct in antagonism to God, conceived however as a force, 
as a real power working and manifesting itself—exercising its dominion— 
in all cases of concrete sin (comp. ver. 21, vi. 12, 14, vii. 8, 9, 17 al.). 
This moral mode of being in antagonism to God became existent in the 
human world through the fall of Adam, produced death, and spread death 
over all. Thus our verse itself describes the duapria as a real objective 
power, and in so doing admits only of this explanation. Compare the not 
substantially different explanation of Philippi, according to which the 


1 Not merely came to light as known sin 2 See Eisenmenger’s entdeckt. Judenth. M1. 
(Schleiermacher, Usteri). See Lechler, p. p. 81 f. 
104, 
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actual sin of the world is meant as having come into the world potentialiter 
through Adam ; also Rothe, who conceives it to refer to sin as a principle, 
but as active ; and Dietzsch. — On eic 7. xécyov, which applies to the earth 
as the dwelling-place of mankind (for in the universe generally sin, the devil, 
was already in existence), comp. Wisd. ii. 24, xiv. 14; 2 John 7; Clem. 
Cor. I. 8; Heb. x. 5. Undoubtedly sin by its entrance into the world 
came into human nature (Rothe), but this is not asserted here, however de- 
cisively our passage stands opposed to the error of Flacius, that man 1s 
in any way as respects his essential nature duaptia..— The mode in which 
the fall took place (through the devil, John viii. 44 ; 2 Cor. xi. 3) did not 
here concern the Apostle, who has only to do with the mischievous effect 
of it, namely, that it brought duapria into the world, etc. —xkai dua r. dpuapr. 
6 Aévaroc] scil. ei¢ Tr. Kdcpov etonAbe. The Odvatoc is physical death (Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Augustine, Calovius, Reiche, Fritzsche, Maier, van Hengel, 
Klépper, Weiss, and many others), viewed as the separation of the soul 
from the body and its transference to Hades (not as ‘‘ citation before God’s 
judgment,” Mehring), with which however the conception of the ¢fopa and 
paraiétne of the x«rioic in ch. vili., very different from the @avaroc of men, 
must not be mixed up (as by Dietzsch), which would inyolve a blending of 
dissimilar ideas. The interpretation of bodily death is rendered certain 
_ by ver. 14 as well as by the considerations, that the text gives no hint 
of departure from the primary sense of the word; that the reference 
to Gen. ii. 17, ii. 19 could not be mistaken by any reader ; and that on 
the basis of Genesis it was a universal and undoubted assumption both 
in the Jewish and Christian consciousness, that mortality was caused 
by Adam’s sin. Had Paul taken @avaroc in another sense therefore, he 
must of necessity have definitely indicated it, in order to be understood.* 
This is decisive not only against the Pelagian interpretation of spiritual 
death, which Picard has repeated, but also against every combination what- 
ever—whether complete (see especially Philippi and Stélting), or partial—of 
bodily, moral (comp. vexpéc, Matt.* viii. 22), and eternal death (Schmid, 
Tholuck, K6llner, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Olshausen, Reithmayr ; 
Riickert undecidedly) ; or the whole collective evil, which is the consequence 
of sin, as Umbreit and Ewald explain it ; compare Hofmann : ‘all that 
runs counter to the life that proceeds from God, whether as an ocewrrence, which 
puts an end to the life wrought by God, or as a mode of existence setting in 
with such occurrence.” As regards especially the inclusion of the idea of 


1 Compare Holsten, zn Hv. a. Paul. u. ready before the fall, only not having yet 


Petr. p. 448: who thinks that the unholi- 
ness lying dormant in human nature first 
entered actually into the visible world asa 
reality in the transgression of Adam ; also 
Baur, newt. Theol. p. 191, according to whom 
the principle of sin, that from the beginning 
had been immanent in man, only came forth 
actually in the mapaBaors of the first parent. 
In this way sin would not have come into the 
world, but must have been in the world al- 


attained to objective manifestation. 

2 See Wisd. ii. 24; John viii. 44; 1 Cor. xv. 
21; Wetstein and Schoettgen, in /oc.; and 
Eisenmenger’s entdeckt. Judenthum, Il. p. 
81 f. Compare respecting Eve, Ecclus. 
XXV. 24. 

3 This remark holds also against Mau in 
Pelt’s theol. Mitarb. 1838, 2, who understands 
the form of life after the dissolution of the 
earthly life. 
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mow death (the opposite of the spiritual (wo), the words Oavaroc and 
arobvickew are never used by Paul in this sense ; not even in vii. 10 (see in 
loc.), or in 2-Cor, ii. 16, vii. 10, where he is speaking of eternal death.! The 
reference to spiritual death.is by no means rendered necessary by the con- 
trast of ducaoo. Cope in ver. 18, comp. ver. 21; since in fact the death 
brought into the world by Adam, although physical, might be contrasted 
not merely in a Rabbinical fashion, but also generally in itself, with the Cw 
that has come through Christ ; for to this tw# belongs also the life of the 
glorified body, and it is a life not again subject to death. — Kat obtac| and 
in such manner, i.e. in symmetrical correspondence with this connection 
between the sin that entered by one man and the death occasioned by it. 
Fuller explanation is then given, by the éw’ 6 rdvrec juaptov, respecting the 
emphatically prefixed eic¢ rdvrac, to whom death, as the effect of that first 
sin of the One, had penetrated. Since oirw¢ sums up the state of the case 
previously expressed (comp. e.g. 1 Cor. xiv. 25 ; 1 Thess. iv. 17) any further 
generalization of its reference can only be arbitrary (Stélting : ‘through 
sin”). Even the explanation : ‘‘in virtue of the causal connection between 
sin and death” (Philippi and many others) is too general. The oiro¢, in 
fact, recapitulates the historical state of the case just presented, so far as it 
specifies the mode in which death has come to ail, namely, in this way, that 
the One sinned and thereby brought into the world the death, which conse- 
quently became the lot of all. — dujfev| came throughout (Luke v. 15). 
This is the progress of the eic¢ rov Kécuov eionAfe in its extension to all indi- 
viduals, ei¢ ravtac avOpér. [see Note LIT. p. 222], which in contrast to the 0’ 
évdce avOp. is put forward with emphasis as the main element of the further de- 
scription, wherein moreover d.jAev, correlative to the eio#A0e, has likewise em- 
phasis. On diépyeobat cic twa comp. Plut. Alcib. 2. Compare also éri teva in 
Bz. v. 17 and Ps. Ixxxvii. 17. More frequent in classic authors with the simple 
accusative, as in Luke xix. 1. —éy’ @ révrec fuaprov]? [see Note LIL p. 222], 
on the ground of the fact that, i.e. because, all sinned, namely (and for this the 
momentary sense of the aorist is appropriate*) when through the One sin 
entered into the world. Because, when Adam sinned, a// men sinned in and 
with him, the representative of entire humanity (not : ‘‘exemplo Adami,” 
Pelagius ; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), death, which came into the world 


y. 15. It is mere empty arbitrariness in 


1JIn 2 Tim. i. 10 Sdvatos is used in the 
Thomasius /.c. p. 316, to say that our ex- 


sense of efernal death, which Christ (by His 


work of atonement) has done away; the 
opposite of it is (wy Kal apdapoia, which He 
has brought to light by His Gospel. Not 
less is Eph. ii. 1 to be explained as meaning 
eternal death. 

2 The most complete critical comparison 
of the various expositions of these words 
may be seen in Dietzsch, p. 50 ff. 

? Hofmann erroneously holds (Schriftbew. 
Zc.) that the imperfect must have been used. 
What is meant is in fact the same act, 
which in Adam’s sin is done by all, not 
another contemporaneous act. Comp. 2 Cor. 


planation is grammatically unjustifiable. 
Why so? Stélting (comp. Dietzsch) objects 
to it that then 6 ddvaros diAAVev must also 
be taken in the momentary sense. But 
this by no means follows, since é$’ @ mavr. 
jw. is a special relative clause. Neverthe- 
less even that 6 ddavar, Supdd. is not some- 
thing gradually developing itself, but a 
thing done in and with the sin of the One 
man. This One has sinned and has become 
liable to death, and thereby all have be- 
come mortal, because Adam’s sin was the 


sin of all. 
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through the sin that had come into it, has been extended to all in virtue of 
this causal connection between the sin that had come into existence through 
Adam and death. All became mortal through Adam’s fall, because this 
having sinned on the part of Adam was a having sinned on the part ¢f all ; 
consequently 76 Tov évd¢ raparrépare ot ro2A0i axébavov, ver. 15. Thus ibei5 
certainly on the ground of Adam that all die (év 76 Addu mdvrec arofvqcKovew, 
1 Cor. xv. 22), because, namely, when Adam sinned, all sinned, all as auaprwAoi 
kateotdOnoav (ver. 19), and consequently the death that came in through his 
sin can spare none. But itisin a linguistic point of view erroneous, accord- 
ing to the traditional Catholic interpretation after the example of Origen, 
the Vulgate, and Augustine (Estius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Klee ; not Stengel, 
Reithmayr, Bisping, and Maier ; but revived by Aberle), to take é¢’ 6 as 
equivalant to év @, in quo scil. Adamo, as also Beza, Erasmus Schmid, and 
others do ; compare Irenaeus, Haer. v. 16, 3. The thought which this expo- 
sition yields (‘‘omnes ille unus homo fuerunt,” Augustine) is essentially 
correct, but it was an error to derive it from é¢’ 6, since it is rather to be 
derived from rdyvre¢ 7uapror, and hence also it is but arbitrarily explained 
by the sensuous notion of all men having been in the loins (Heb. vii. 9, 10) 
of Adam (Origen, Ambrosiaster, Augustine). Chrysostom gives in general 
the proper sense, though without definitely indicating how he took the é@’ 
@: ‘ri dé éoruv é¢’ @ TavTEC Huaproy 3 éxeivov TeadvToe Kal oi ua) daydvTEc ard TOD 
EbAov yeyovacw && éxeivov mavtec Ovyrot.” So also substantially Theophylact, 
though explaining, with Photius, ég @ as equivalant to éxi 76 Addy. The 
right view is taken by Bengel (‘‘ quia omnes peccarunt. . . . Adamo pec- 
cante”) ; Koppe (‘‘ipso actu, quo peccavit Adamus”), Olshausen, Philippi, 
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 126, 369, and Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 590, IIL. p. 308 f. ; 
comp. also Klépper.* The objection that in this way the essential defini- 
ition is arbitrarily supplied (Tholuck, Hofmann, Stélting, Dietzsch, and 
others) is incorrect ; for what is maintained is simply that more precise 
definition of 7uaprov, for which the immediate connection has necessarily 
prepared the way, and therefore no person, from an unprejudiced point of 
view, can speak of ‘‘an abortive product of perplexity impelling to arbi- 
trariness” (Hofmann). ‘Nor is our view at variance with the meaning of 
obrw¢ (as Ernesti objects), since from the point of view of death having been 
occasioned by Adam’s sin (oirwc) the wniversality of death finds its explana- 
tion in the very fact, that Adam’s sin was the sin of all. Aptly (as against 
Dietzsch) Bengel compares 2 Cor. v, 14: ei ele imép rdvtwv aréOave, dpa of 
mévteg aréfavov (namely, Christo moriente) ; see on that passage. Others, 
and indeed most modern expositors (including Reiche, Riickert, Tholuck, 
Fritzsche, de Wette, Maier, Baur, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, Mehring, 
Hofmann, Stélting, Thomasius, Mangold, and others), have interpreted 
jyaptov of individual sins, following Theodoret : ot yap did Tv Tov xpordtopoc 


1 Who, although avoiding the direct ex- as God punished the fault of Adam so 
pression of ourinterpretation, nevertheless thoroughly that his sin became shared by 
in substance arrives at the same meaning, all his descendants.” For Klépper properly 
p. 505: ‘All however sinned, because explains the ed’ 6 defining the relation as 
Adam's sin penetrated to them, inasmuch imputation of Adam’s sin to all. 
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duaptiav, aAAd did THY oiketav Exacroc déyerat Tov Oavdrov Tov épov. [See Note LIY. 
p. 224.] Compare Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 263 ; Miirckerl.c. p.19. But the tak- 
ing the words thus of the universal having actually sinned as cause of the 
universal death (see other variations further on) must be rejected for the sim- 
ple reason, that the proposition would not even be true ;! and because the 
view, that the death of individuals is the consequence of their own 
actual sins, would be inappropriate to the entire parallel between Adam 
and Christ, nay even contradictory to it. For as the sin of Adam brought 
death to all (consequently not their own self-committed sin), so did the 
obedience of Christ (not their own virtue) bring life to all. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 22. This objective relation corresponding to the comparison re- 
mains undisturbed in the case of our exposition alone, inasmuch. as é@’ ¢ 
xdvt. juapt. shows how the sin of Adam necessarily brought death to all. 
To explain juaprov again, as is done by many, and still by Picard and 
Aberle : they were sinful, by which is meant original sin (Calvin, Flacius, 
Melanchthon in the Hnarr.: ‘omnes habent peccatwm, scilicet pravita- 
tem propagatam et reatum”), or to import even the idea poenam luere 
(Grotius), is to disregard linguistic usage ; for jwaprov means they have 
sinned, and nothing more. This is acknowledged by Julius Miller (o. d. 
Siinde, Il. p. 416 ff. ed. 5), who however professes to find in é@ 6 rm. fu. 
only an accessory reason for the preceding, and that in the sense : ‘‘ as then” 
all would besides have well deserved this severe fate for themselves by their actual 
sins. Incorrectly, because é¢ 6 does not mean ‘‘ as then” or ‘as then also” 
(i.e. dc wat) ; because the statement of the reason is by no means made ap- 
parent as in any way merely secondary and subjective, as Neander and Mess- 
ner have rationalised it, but on the contrary is set down as the single, com- 
plete and objective ground ; because its alleged purport would exercise an 
alien and disturbing effect on the whole development of doctrine in the pas- 
sage ; and because the sense assigned to the simple juaprov (this severe fate 
they would have all moreover well merited) is purely fanciful, Ernesti takes 
iw’ @ not of the objective ground, but as specifying the grownd of thinking 
80, i.e. the subjective ground of cognition : ‘‘ about which there can be no doubt, 
in so far as all have in point of fact sinned ;” this he holds to be the logical 


1 Namely, in respect to the many millions 
of children who haye not yet sinned. The 
reply made to this, that Paul has had in 
view only those capable of sin (Castalio, Wet- 
stein, Fritzsche, and others) is least of all 
applicable in the very case of this Apostle 
and of the present acutely and thoroughly 
considered disquisition, and just as little is 
an appeal to the disposition to sin (Tholuck) 
which children have (Paul says plainly 
jmaprov.) This way out of the difficulty 
issues in an exegetical self-deception.—He 
who seeks to get rid of the question re- 
garding children must declare that it is not 
here raised, since the passage treats of the 
human race as a@ whole (comp. Ewald, Jahrb. 
VI. p. 182, also Mangold, p. 118 f.) This 


would suffice, were the question merely Of 
universal sinfzlness; for in such a case 
Paul could just as properly have said 
mavtes nwaptoy here, with self-evident refer- 
ence to all capable of sin, as in iii. 23. 
But the question here is the connection be- 
tween the siz of all and the dying of all, in 
which case there emerges no self-evident 
limitation, because ali, even those still in- 
eapable of peccatum actuale, must die. 
Thus the question as to children still re- 
mains, and is only disposed of by no/ taking 
juaprov in the sense of having individually 
sinned ; comp. Dietzsch, p. 57 f. This also 
applies against Stolting, according to whom 
Paul wishes to show that sin works death 
in the case of all sinners without exception. 
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ground for the ofrwe «.r.2. But, as there is no precedent of usage for this 
interpretation of ég’ ¢ (Phil. iii. 12 is unjustifiably adduced), Ernesti is com- 
pelled to unite with éy ¢ vv. 13 and 14 in an untenable way. See on ver. 
18 f., remark 1, and Philippi, Glaubensi. III. p. 222 ff. ed. 2. — Respect- 
ing é9’ 6, which is quite identical with é¢’ cic, we have next to observe as 
follows : It is equivalent to éxi robr 671, and means on the ground of the fact 
that, consequently in real sense propterea quod,’ because (dieweil, Luther), of 
the causa antegressa (not finalis), as also Thomas Magister and Favorinus have 
explained it as equivalent to diér. So in the N. T. at 2 Cor. vy. 4 and Phil. 
iii. 12.2. Rothe (followed by Schmid, bid/. Theol. p. 260) has taken it as : 
‘under the more definite condition, that” (éxi robr dore), so that individual 
sins are the consequence of the diffusion of death through Adam’s sin over 
mankind. But this view is wholly without precedent in the usus loquendi, 
for the very frequent use of é¢’ , under the condition, that (usually with the 
infinitive or future indicative), is both in idea and in practice something 
quite different ; see Kiihner, II. 2, p. 1006.* Ewald formerly (Jahrb. U. p. 
171), rejecting the second 6 @dvaroc, explained : ‘‘and thus there penetrated 
to all men that, whereunto all sinned,” namely death, which, according to Gen. 
ii. 17, was imposed as punishment on sin, so that whosoever sinned, sinned 
so that he had to die, a fate which he might know beforehand. In this 
way the é¢’ @ would (with Schmid and Glickler, also Umbreit) be taken of 
the causa finalist and the subject of dc7AGev (rovr0) would be implied in it. 
But, apart from the genuineness of 6 @4varoc, which must be defended, there 
still remains, even with the explanation of é¢’ 6 as final, so long as 7uaprov 
is explained of individual actual sins, the question behind as to the truth of 


1 Baur also, II. p. 202 (comp. his newtesé. 
Theol. p. 188), approves the rendering be- 
cause, but foists on this because the sense: 
“which has as its presupposition.” Thus it 
should be understood, he thinks, also in 2 
Cor. y. 4 and Phil. iii. 12; and thus Paul 
proves from the universality of death the 
universality of sin. See, in opposition to 
this logical inversion, Ernesti, p. 212 ff. 

2 Comp. Theophilus, ad Autol. ii. 40, ed. 
Wolf: ef’ bd ov« icxvce Savatdcar avrovs (be- 
cause he was unable to put them to death), 
Diod. Sic. xix. 98: é¢'d .... 7d wey petgov 
xadovot Tavpov, TO 5é Ehagcov pdoxov (because 
they call the greater a bull, ete.) ; just so 
éf’ ols, Plut. de Pyth. orac. 29. Favyorinus 
quotes the examples: ef’ & thy KdAomhv 
elpydow, and éf’ ols roy vouoy ov Types, 
Kodacdjoy. Thomas Magister cites the ex- 
ample from Synesius ep. 73: éb’ & Tevvadiov 
éypawev (propterea quod Gennadium accu- 
sasset, comp. Herm. a@@ Viger. p.'710). An- 
other example from Synesius (in Devarius, 
ed. Klotz, p. 88) is: ef’ ots yap SexodvSov ed 
éroinaas (on the ground of this, that, i.e. be- 
cause thou hast done well to Secundus) 
Heas eriunoas, Kal éf’ ols obtw ypahwv TUsgs, 


efypticw cavtTod Kk, éroingas elvat covs. See 
further Josephus, Antt. i, 1, 4: 6 ddis 
ovvétaitdmevos TO. Te “Adduw@ Kal TY yuvacKt 
Pdovepds cixev, ed’ ols (propterea quod) avdtovs 
eVSarmovycEy WETW TETELTMEVOUS TOS TOD O«Eod 
mapayyeApaot, Antl. XVi. 8, 2: Kal Td dixaiws 
matvety, eép ols adAjAovs Hdixnoar, 
TmpodauBavovTes LOVoV. 

§ Of a similar nature are rather such pas- 
sages as Dem. 518, 26; &v yap undév cori, ed” 
@ TOV mempaynéevwv ov Sixarcos Hy amoAwdévae 
gavicerar [wpon the ground of which he will 
not seem worthy, etc.) ; de cor. 114 (twice) ; 
as well as the very current use of ézi rov7a, 
propterea (Xen. Mem. i. 2, 61) of éw aire 
tovTy, for this very reason (Dem. 578, 26; 
Xen. Cyr. ii. 3, 10), ete. ; and further, such 
expressions as émt jg 8) more Siky mAnyas 
€\aBov (Xen. Cyr. i. 8, 16), where éxié with 
the dative specifies the ground (Kiihner, IT. 
1, p. 486). 

4Xen. Cyr. viii. 8, 24: ovSé ye Sperayn- 
dpots Ere xpwvTat, ef’ @ Kdpos avra éroujcaro, 
iii. 8, 36, UromiurycKerv, ed’ ols Te érpehdueda, 
Thue. i. 134, 1, a/.; and see especially Wisd. 
li. 23, 


avTou 
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the proposition, since not all, who die, have actually sinned ; and indeed 
the view of the death of all having been caused by the actual sins of all is 
incompatible with what follows.’ See also Ernesti, p. 192 ff. ; comp. his 
thik. d. Ap. P. p. 16 f. .Moreover the telic form of expression itself would 
have to be taken only in an improper sense, instead of that of the necessary, 
but on the part of the subjects not intended, result, somewhat after the idea 
of fate, as in Herod. i. 68 : ém) Kax@ avOpdrov oidnpoe avebpyta. Subsequently 
(in his Sendschr. d. Ap. P.) Ewald, retaining the second 6 @évaroc, has as- 
sumed for éy’ @ the signification, so far as (so also Tholuck and van Hengel) ; 
holding that by the limiting phrase ‘‘ so far as they all sinned,” death is thus 
set forth the more definitely as the result of sin, so that é¢’ 6 corresponds to 
the previous ofrwe. But even granting the not proved limiting signification 
of 2g @ (which é¢’ écov elswhere has, xi. 13), there still remain with this 
interpretation also the insurmountable difficulties as to the sense, which 
present themselves against the reference of juaprov to the individual sins. 
Hofmann (comp. also his Schriftbew. I. p. 529 f.) refers é¢’ 6 to 6 Odvaroc, so 
that it is equivalent to ov rapévto¢g : amidst the presence of death ; making 
the emphasis to lie on the preposition, and the sense to be: ‘‘death was 
present at the sinning of all those to whom it has penetrated ; and it has not been 
invariably brought about and introduced only through their sinning, nor always 
only for each individual uho sinned.” Thus éxi might be justified, not indeed 
in a temporal sense (which it has among poets and later prose writers only 
in proper statements of time, as in Homer, J7. viii. 529, én? voxri), but per- 
haps in the sense of the prevailing cireumstance, like the German ‘‘ bed” [with, 
amidst? (see Kiihner, I. 1, p. 484). But apart from the special tenor of the 
thought, which we are expected to extract from the bare ég’ 6, and which 
Paul might so easily have conveyed more precisely (possibly by é¢’ 6 7d 
mapévre OY ov #dy wapévroc), this artificial exposition has decidedly against it 
the fact that the words é#@ @ rdvre¢ #uaprov must necessarily contain the ar- 
gumentative modal information concerning the preceding proposition x. oitwe 
ele mavrac avOporove 6 Gav. dufdfev, Which they in fact contain only when our 
view is taken. They must solve the enigma which is involved in the mo- 


1 Along with which it may be observed 
that there is the less warrant for mentally 
supplying, in the contrasted propositions 
on the side of salvation, a condition corre- 
sponding to the é¢’ 6 7. juapr. (Mangold: 
éav maytes muotevowowv, Which is implicitly 
involved in AapBavovres, ver. 17), the more 
essential this antitypical element would be. 

2 So also Dietzsch has taken it, in sub- 
stantial harmony with Hofmann, less arti- 
ficially, but not more tenably: amidst the 
presence of death. We thinks that the Apos- 
tle desires to emphasize the view that 
death, originating from the One, is and pre- 
vails in the world, quite apart from the 
sinning of individuals ; that independently 
of this, and prior to it, the universal do- 
minion of death springing from Adam is 
already in existence. But with what 


strange obscurity would Paulin that case 
have expressed this simple and clear idea ! 
How unwarranted it is to attach to his 
positive expression the negative significa- 
tion (apart from, independently of)\ With 
just as little warrant we should have to 
attach to the mdévres, since inno case could 
it include the children who have not yet 
sinned, a limitation of meaning, which yet 
it is utterly incapable of bearing after the 
cis wavTas avOpwHmovs just said. The exposi- 
tion of Dietzsch, no less than that of Hof- 
mann, is a laboriously far-fetched and 
mistaken evasion of the proposition clearly 
laid down by Paul : “‘ because they all sinned,” 
namely, when through one man sin came 
into the world and death through sin. 

3 This applies equally against the similar 
exposition of Thomasius (Chr. Pers. u. 
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mentous oftwe of that clause ; and this enigma is solved only by the state- 
ment of the reason : because all sinned, so that the Oavacruoc duapria of Adam 
was the sin of all. Against Hofmann, compare Philippi’s Glawbensl. III. p. 
221 f. ed. 2. 


Remark 1, The Rabbinical writers also derived universal mortality from the 
fall of Adam, who represented the entire race in such a way that, when Adam 
sinned, all sinned. See the passages in Ammon, Opusc. nov. p. 72 ff. Even 
perfectly righteous persons are ‘‘comprehensi sub pena mortis’’ (R. Bechai in 
Cadhackemach f. 5, 4). It may reasonably be assumed therefore that the doc- 
trine of the Apostle had, in the first instance, its historical roots in his Jew- 
ish (comp. Ecclus. xxv. 23 ; Wisd. ii. 23 f.; xiv. 14) and especially his Rabbin- 
ical training, and was held by him even prior to his conversion ; and that in 
his Christian enlightenment he saw no reason for abandoning the proposition, 
which on the contrary he adopted into the system of his Christian views, and 
justified by continuing to assert for it in the development of the divine plan 
of redemption the place which is here assigned to it, as even Christ Himself 
traces death back to the fall John viii. 44). Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22: é to ’Addu 
mavrec arofvackovely, on which our passage affords the authentic commentary. 
We may add that, when Maimonides is combating (More Nevoch. iii. 24) the 
illusion that God arbitrarily decrees punishments, there has been wrongly 
found in the dogmatic proposition adduced by him, ‘ non est mors sine peccato, 
neque castigatio sine iniquitate,” the reverse of the above doctrine (see espe- 
cially Fritzsche, p. 294). The latter is on the contrary presupposed by it. 

Remark 2. That Adam was created immortal, our passage does not affirm, 
and 1 Cor. xv. 47 contains the opposite. But not as if Paul had conceived 
the first man as by his nature sinful, and had represented to himself sin asa 
necessary natural quality of the ocdpé (so anew Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. IL. p. 
470), but thus : if Adam had not sinned in consequence of his self-determina- 
tion of antagonism to God, he would have become immortal through eating of 
the tree of life in Paradise (Gen. iii. 22), As he has sinned, however, the 
consequence thereof necessarily was death, not only for himself, seeing that 
he had to leave Paradise, but for all his posterity likewise.! From this conse- 
quence, which the sin of Adam had for all, it results, in virtue of the neces- 
sary causal connection primevally ordained by God between sin and death, by 
reasoning back ab effectu ad causam, that the fall of Adam was the collective 
fall of the entire race, in so far as in fact all forfeited Paradise and therewith 
incurred death. — If é’ 6 rdvrec¢ fuaprov be explained in the sense of individual 
actual sins, and at the same time the untenableness of the explanation of Hof- 
mann and Dietzsch be recognized, it becomes impossible by any expedients, 
such as that of Rothe, I. p. 314, ed. Schenkel, to harmonize the view in our 
passage with that expressed in 1 Cor. xv. 47 ; but, if it be referred to the fall 
of Adam, every semblance of contradiction vanishes. 


Ver. 13 f. Demonstration, that the death of all has its ground in the sin of 


Werk. I. p. 816 f.), amidst the presence of impossibility, which Finckh also presents. 
which relation (6 as neuter). As if pre- 1Comp. Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abhanal. 
viously a “‘ relation’? had been expressed, 1870, p. 89 f. Schultz, alttest. Theol. I. p. 
and not a concrete historical fact! Weisse 394. 

took éf’ 6 even as although, —a linguistic 
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Adam and the causal connection of that sin with death. This argument, 

conducted with great conciseness, sets owt from the undoubted historical 
certainty (it is already sufficiently attested in Gen. iv.—vi.) that during the 
entire period prior to the law (apc véuov = ard ’Adap péypr Moi'aéuc, ver. 14) 

there was sin in humanity ; then further argues that the death of individuals, 

which yet has affected those who also have not like Adam sinned against a 
positive command, cannot be derived from that sin prior to the law, because 
in the non-existence of law there is no imputation ; and allows it to be thence 
inferred that consequently the death of all has been caused (é¢’ & rdvre¢ fuaprov) 

by the sin of Adam (not by their individual sins). Paul however leaves 
this inference to the reader himself ; he does not expressly declare it, but 
instead of doing so he says, returning to the comparison begun in ver. 12 : 
d¢ ore ToTOg Tov péAAovToc, for in that death-working operation of Adam’s’ 
sin for all lay, in fact, the very ground of the typical relation to Christ. 

Chrysostom aptly says : e yap é duapriac 6 Oavaroc tiv pilav éoye, vdouov d& ovK 
ovTo¢g  auapria ovK éAAoyeira, THo 6 Odvatog Expdrec; BOev OHAov bre ovK abTH 
duaptia 1) tHe Tov véuov wapaBdcewc, AAN éxeivy THE TOU’ Addu Tapakone, aity Av Hh 
ravTa Avwavouévn. Kat ric 7 tobrov amddecéic 3 Td Kat Tpd Tov vduov TavTac arob- 
vyokew* éBacirevoe yap x.r.A. Compare Oecumenius. — aypz vduov] [See Note 
LY. p. 224] z.e. in the period previous to the giving of the law, comp. ver. 

14; consequently not during the period of the law, éwe 6 vduo¢ éxpares, ’ Theodo- 
ret ; comp. Origen, Chrysostom, and Theodore of Mopsuestia. — éAAoyetrac] 

preserved nowhere else except in Boeckh, Inseript. I. p. 850 A, 35, and Phi- 

lem. 18 (text rec.), but undoubtedly meaning : is put to account (consequent- 
ly equivalent to Aoyiferas, iv. 4), namely, here, according to the context, for 
punishinent, and that on the part of God ; for inthe whole connection the sub- 
ject spoken of is the divine dealings in consequence of the fall. Hence we are 
neither to understand ab judice (Fritzsche), nor : by the person sinning ; so Au- 

gustine, Ambrosiaster, Luther, (‘‘ then one does not regard the sin”) Melanch- 
thon (‘‘non accusatur in nobis ipsis,”) Calvin, Beza, and others, including 
Usteri, Riickert, J. Miller, Lipsius, Mangold, and Stélting (‘‘ there 
the sinner recognizes not his sin as guilt”), whereby a thought quite 
irrelevant to the argument is introduced. —, dvto¢ véuov] without the 
existence of the law ; vduoc, as previously dype vduov, meaning the Mosaic law, 

and not any law generally (Theodore of Mopsuestia, and many others, in- 
‘cluding Hofmann), as dyapria already points to the divine law. Comp. iv. 

15. The proposition itself : ‘‘ Sin isnot imputed, if the law is absent,” is set 
down as something universally conceded, as an axiom ; therefore with repeti- 
tion of the subject (in opposition to Hofmann, who on account of this 
repetition separates duapria dé «.7.2. from the first half of the verse and 
attaches it to what follows), and with the verb in the present. The propo- 
sition itself, inserted as an intervening link in the argument with the 
metabatic dé, without requiring a preceding péy, which Hofmann is wrong 


1 As is well known, Peyrerius (Praead- law given to Adam in Paradise ; and found 
amitae s. exercitat. exeg. in -Rom. vy. 12-14, thus a proof for his Preadamites. 
Amst. 1655) referred the véuouv here to the 
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in missing (see Dietzsch and Ktithner, II. 2, p. 814), has its truth as well as 
its more precise application in the fact, that in the absence of law the 
action, which in and by itself is unlawful, is no transgression of the law 
(iv. 15), and cannot therefore be brought into account as such. That Paul 
regarded the matter in this light, and had not, as Hofmann thinks, sinning 
generally,. ‘‘as it was one and the same thing in the case of all,” in view 
apart from the sins of individuals, is plain also from kai émi rove pj dap. 
énd 76 buowpare THe rapaBdo. "Addu, in ver. 14. His thought is : If the death 
of men after Adam had been caused by their own sin, then in the case of 
all those who have died during the period from Adam till the law, the sin 
which they have committed must have been already reckoned to them as 
transgression of the law, just as Adam’s sin was the transgression of the 
positive divine command, and as such brought upon him death ; but this 
is inconceivable, because the law was not in existence. In this Paul leaves 
out of consideration the Noachian commands (Gen. ix.), as well as other 
declarations of God as to His will given before the law, and likewise 
individual punitive judgments, such as in the case of Sodom, just because 
he has only the strict idea of real and formal legislation before his mind, 
and this suggests to him simply the great epochs of the Paradisaic and 
Sinaitic legislations. A view, which does not subvert the truth of his 
demonstration, because mankind in general were without law from Adam 
until Moses, the natural law, because not given positively, remaining out of 
the account ; it makes the act at variance with it appear as sin (dwapria), 
“but not as rapéBaore véuov, Which as such AAoyeirac. — Ver. 14. 422’] at, yet, 
although sin is not put to account in the absence of the law. It intro- 
duces an apparently contradictory phenomenon, confronting the dyapria ovK 
éAdoyeira K.7.A. 5 One, however, which just proves that men have died, not 
through their own special sin, but through the sin of Adam, which was put 
to their account. — éGacidevoev] prefixed with emphasis : death has not per- 
chance been powerless, no, it has reigned, 7.e. has exercised its power 
which deprives of life (comp. vv. 17-21). Hofmann (comp. also Holsten, 
Aberle, and Dietzsch) finds in the emphatic éSac. the absolute and abiding 
dominion, which death has exercised independently of the imputation of 
sins (aad being taken as the simple but), ‘‘ just as a king, one by virtue of 
his personal position once and for all entitled to do so, exercises dominion 
over those who, in virtue of their belonging to his domain, are from the 
outset subject to him.” But no reader could educe this qualitative definite 
sense of the Baovzetew, with the highly essential characteristic elements 
ascribed to it, from the mere verb itself ; nor could it be gathered from the 
position of the word at the head of the sentence ; on the contrary, it must 
unquestionably have been expressed (by érupdvvevoev possibly, or repavvixdc 
éBacidevoev) seeing that the subsequent xaé (even over those, etc.) does not: 
indicate a mode of the power of the (personified) death, but only appends 
the fact of its dominion being without exception. —péypc Moic.] equivalent 
to dye vduov in ver. 13. A distinction of sense between péyp: and dypu is 
(contrary to the opinion of Tittmann, Synon. p. 33f.) purely fanciful. See 
Fritzsche, p. 308 ff. and van Hengel in loc. —xai int rode wp duapricavrag 


\ 
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k.t.4. ] even over those * who have not sinned like Adam, that is, have not like 
him transgressed a positive divine command. [See Note LVI. p. 224.] Even 
these it did not spare. It is erroneous with Chrysostom (but not Theodoret 
and Theophylact) to connect éx? rq duoidpyare «7.2. with éBaciA.2 Erroneous 
for this reason, that Paul, apart from the little children or those otherwise 
incapable of having sin imputed, whom however he must have indicated 
more precisely, could not conceive at all (iii. 23) of persons who had not 
sinned (uw) éwaprijcavte¢ Without any modal addition more precisely defining 
it), and a limitation mentally supplied (sine lege peccarunt, Bengel) is purely 
fanciful. The kai, even, refers to the fact that in the period extending from 
Adam till Moses, excluding the latter, positively given divine commands 
were certainly transgressed by individuals to whom they were given, but it 
was not these merely who died (as must have been the case, had death been 
brought on by their own particular sins); it was also those,? who etc. Their 
sin was not éxi r@ duoru. THe TapaB. Addu (éxi used of the form, in which 
anything occurs, see Bernhardy, p. 250); they did not sin in such a way, 
that their action was of like shape with the transgression of Adam, ‘ quia non 
habebant ut ille revelatam certo oraculo Dei voluntatem,” Calvin. For other 
definitions of the sense see Fritzsche, p. 316, and Reiche, Commentar. crit. 
I. p. 45 ff. Reiche himself explains it of those who have transgressed no 
command expressly threatening death. So also Tholuck. But this peculiar 
limitation is not suggested by the context, in which, on the contrary, it is 
merely the previous ju) évto¢ véuov which supplies a standard for determining 
the sense of the similarity. According to Hofmann xai éx? tote down to 
"Addu is meant to be one and the same with the previous amd Addu péype 
Mwicéwc, inasmuch as a transgression similar to that of Adam could only 
then have occurred, ‘‘ when God placed a people in the same position in which 
Adam found himself, when he received a divine command on the observance or 
transgression of which his life or death depended.” This misconception, spring- 
ing from the erroneous interpretation of é¢’ ¢ rdyre¢ fuaprov, is already ex- 
cluded by «ai,* as well as, pursuant to the tenor of thought, by the fact 
that in the pre-legal period in question all those, who transgressed a com- 
mand divinely given to them by way of revelation, sinned like Adam. 
Their sin had thereby the same moral form as the act of Adam; but not only 
had they to die, but also (xa?) those who had not been in that condition of 
sinning. Death reigned over the latter also.—The genitive with dnop. is 
not that of the subject (Hofmann), but of the odject, as in i. 238, vi. 5, vill. 3 ; 
the sins meant are not so conceived of, that the rapaBacre of Adam 7s homo- 


1 Bacdevew With eri is a Hebraism Sy). Hengel). Both classes are included in the 


Compare Luke i. 33, xix. 14; 1 Sam. viii. 9, 
11 1) Mace; 1,16. ; 

2 So Finckh again does, following Castalio 
and Bengel: ‘quia illorum eadem atque 
Adami transgredientis ratio fuit .... ie. 
propter reatum ab Adamo contractum.” 

3 Consequently the two classes, formed by 
Paul, are not to be so distinguished that 
the one shall embrace men before Noah, 
and the other the Noachian race (van 


whole period from Adam till Moses. 

4 Which necessarily assumes a class of 
sinners in the pre-legal period, whose sin 
was homogeneous with that of Adam. 
This also, in opposition to Mangold, p. 121, 
and Dietzsch, p. 98; according to whose 
and Hofmann’s definition of the sense, 
Paul ought either to have omitted the cad 
altogether, or to have inserted it before 
amd “Adam, 
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gencously repeated in them, but so that they are, as to their specific nature, 
of similar fashion with it, and consequently helong to the same ethical eate- 
gory. They have morally just the same character. As to dpotwua see on i. 
23. —be gore romo¢ tov uéAAovroc] who—to educe now from vv. 13, 14 the result 
introduced in ver. 12, and so to return to the comparison there begun—<s 
type of the future (Adam). Theophylact correctly paraphrases: o¢ yap 
6 raha "Adam révtac brodikove éroince TO oiKely nraicuate (by bringing upon 
them death), kairo: pi xratcavtac, obtwc 6 Xprordc édixaiwoe mavrac, Kaitou p71) 
dixatdstuc dia rothoavrac. Compare 1 Cor. xv. 45. Koppe, following 
Bengel, takes wéaa. as neuter (of that, which should one day take place), and oc 
for 6. This agreement of the relative with the following substantive would 
perhaps be grammatically tenable; but seeing that ’Adéu immediately pre- 
cedes it, and that the idea of Christ being 6 éoyaroc "Addy is a Pauline idea 
(1 Cor. J.c.), it is quite unjustifiable to depart from the reference of the é¢ to 
Adam ; and equally so to deny to the péA2ov its supplement from the imme- 
diately preceding ’Adau, and to take it as ‘‘ the man of the future” (Hofmann), 
which would nevertheless yield in substance the same meaning. —rizoc] 
type, so that the yéAAwv is the anti-type (1 Pet. iii. 21). The type is always 
something historical (a person, thing, saying), which-is destined, in ac- 
cordance with the divine plan, to prefigure something corresponding to it in 
the future,—in the connected scheme of sacred historical teleology, which is 
to be discernéd from the standpoint of the antitype. Typical historical 
parallels between.Adam and the Messiah (so that the latter is even ex- 
pressly termed the last Adam) are found also in Rabbinical authors ,* and 
are based in them on the doctrine of the dzoxatdoractc révtwv.* Paul based 
this typology of his on the atoning work of Christ and its results, as the 
whole discussion shows ; hence in his present view Christ as the uéAAov 
Addu is not still to come, but is already historical.* For this reason how- 
ever 6 wéAAovy may not, with Fritzsche and de Wette, be referred to the last 
coming of Christ; but must be dated from the time of Adam, in so far, 
namely, as in looking back to the historical appearance of Adam, Christ, as 
its antitype, is the future Adam (comp. 6 épxéuevoc). 


Remark 1. Those who refer é¢’ ¢ mdvrec fuaprov to the proper sins of indi- 
viduals, or even to the principle of the duaptia dwelling in them, ought not to 
find, as Baumgarten-Crusius, Umbreit, and Baur still do, the proof for the 
mavrec huaptov in ver, 13 f. for how in the connection of the passage could any 
proof for the universality of sin be still required? Certainly just as little as in 
particular for the fact, that, with death already existing in the world (Dietzsch), all 
individuals have sinned. Consistently with that reference of the é¢’ & 7. fjwaptov 
there must rather have been read from ver. 13 f. the proof for this, that the 


1 Hermann, ad Viger. p. 708; Heind. ad 8’ Compare the passages in Eisenmenger, 


Phaedr. p. 279. 

2 B.g. Neve Schalom f. 160, 2: ‘‘ Quemad- 
modum homo primusifuit primus in pec- 
cato, sic Messias erit ultimus ad auferen- 
dum peccatum penitus ;” Veve Schalom 9, 9: 
Adamus postremus est Messias.”’ 


entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 819, 823 ff. 

4 Comp. Chrysostom; also Theodore of 
Mopsuestia: omep 8 éxetvov (Adam) trav 
XEtpovav » mapoSoe éyévero, oUTw Sua TovTOU TAS 
TOY KpeLTTOvwY amoAavoews THY adcpahv 
edeEdueda, 
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death of all results from the proper sins of all, But how variously has this 
demonstration been evolved! Hither : although sin has not until Moses been impu- 
table according to positive law, yet each one has brought death upon himself by his sin 
(ver. 14), which proves the relative imputation thereof. So de Wette. Or: although 
sin, which even from Adam till Moses was not lacking, be not imputed by a human 
judge in the absence of positive law, yet the reign of death (ver. 14) shows that God 
has imputed the pre-Mosaic sins. So Fritzsche. Or: in order to show ‘‘in Adamo 
causam quaerendam esse, cur hominum peccata mors secuta sit,’ Paul declares that 
death has reigned over all from Adam till Moses, whether they sinned like Adam, 
or differently. So van Hengel ; comp. also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 264. Or: not 
even in the period from Adam till Moses was sin absent; but the clear proof to the 
contrary is the dominion of death in this period. So Baur, and with a substantially 
similar view of the mode of inference ab effectu ad causam,! Rothe also. But 
however it may be turned, the probative element has first of all to be read into 
the passage ; and even then the alleged proof (ver. 14) would only be a reason- 
ing backwards from the historical phenonenon in ver. 14 to the cause asserted by 
é¢’ © 7. Hapt., and consequently a mere clumsy argument in a circle, which 
again assumes the assertion to be proved—id quod erat demonstrandum—in 
the phenomenon brought forward in ver. 14; and moreover utterly breaks 
down through the proposition that sin is not imputed in the absence of law. 
Ewald, in his former view (Jahrb. II.), rightly deduces from ver. 14: conse- 
quently it only appears the more certain, that death propagated itself to them only by 
means of Adam's,” but attributes to this inference, consistently with his view 
of é¢’ 6 w. 7u., the sense : ‘that they all sinned unto death just in the same way as, 
and because, Adam had sinned unto it.’ In his latter view (Sendschr. d. Ap. P.) 
he supposes that in connection with é¢ 6 wdvre¢ juaptov the possible doubt 
may have arisen, whether it was so certain that death had come upon those oldest 
men from Adam till Moses in consequence of their sins ? which doubt Paul prop- 
erly answers in ver, 13 f., thereby all the more corroborating the truth. But 
the emergence of a doubt is indicated by nothing in the text ; and that doubt 
indeed would have been dissipated by the very fact that those men were dead, 
which does not prove however that they died on account of their sins. Thus 
also the matter would amount to a reasoning inacircle. According to Tho- 
luck the argument is: that death has passed upon all through the disposition to 
death (2) introduced in Adam, and not through their own sins, is plain from the fact, 
that pre-Mosaic sin, through not positively threatened with death, as in the éase of 
Adam and in the law, was nevertheless placed under its dominion.’’ Only thus, he 
holds, is the logical relation between the clauses apparent. In general this is 
right ; but by this very circumstance Tholuck just attests the correctness of 
our explanation of fuaprov, namely, that it is not meant of individual sin. The 
caution which he inserts against this inference, namely, that Paul regards the 
actual sins ‘‘ only as the relatively free manifestations of the hereditary sinful 
substance,” is of no avail, seeing that they remain always acts of individual 
freedom, even though the latter be only relative, while the argument in our 
passage is such that the individual’s own sins, as cause of death, are excluded. 
Ernesti joins dwapria 62 x.7.2. with é¢’ 6 «.7.2.: ‘since indeed all have sinned, 
but sin is not placed to account,’’ etc. The dy... . céouy standing in 
the way, he encloses in a parenthesis. But why this parenthesis? The mdvrec 


1 According to the correlation of the ideas sin and death, comp. Baur, newt. Theol. p. 138. 


208 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


fuaprov, in the sense of iii. 23, needed no proof ; and it could not occur to 
any one to date sin only from the epoch of the law. The dy... . Koop 
acquires its pertinent significance when, as an essential element in the syllo- 
gistic deduction, it is closely united with the axiom dyapria d? ob éAAoy. K.T.A. 
attached to it, and is not set aside in a parenthesis as if it might equally well 
have been omitted. According to Holsten the argument turns on the fact that 
objective sin entered the world through Adam, and death along with it ; thus 
death has passed upon all because all were sinners (in the objective sense)—a 
diffusion by means of one over the whole, which is illustrated by the thought 
that, while sin was in the world until the law, this sin could not, in the ab- 
sence of law, be imputed as subjective guilt ; but death became ruler, in accord-. 
ance with the objective divine law of the universe, with a tyrannical power 
not conditioned by the subjects of its rule, even over those who were indeed 
(objectively) sinners, but not (subjectively) transgressors like Adam. Holsten 
has certainly in this way avoided the error of making universal death condi- 
tioned by the subjective sin of the individuals ; but he has done so by means 
of a distinction between objective and subjective sins, which is so far from 
being suggested by the text, that it was just through Adam that the subjective 
sin, joined with the consciousness of guilt, entered the world, and therefore the 
divine action, in decreeing death upon sin, could not be conceived as indiffer- 
ent to the subjectivity. Hofmann—who sees in dypi .. . . Kéouw a [very un- 
necessary] ground assigned for the é9’ © x. juaprov, upon which there follows 
in duapria 08 «.7.A. a declaration regarding death in the pre-legal period, ac- 
cording to which this could not have been caused by the sinning of that pe- 
riod, seeing that on the contrary the latter took place when death was already 
present—confuses the entire exposition of the passage, and by his artificial 
rendering of é¢’ @ ravrec¢ juaprov makes the understanding of it impossible. In 
general the entire history of the interpretation of our passage shows that when 
once the old ecclesiastical explanation of é¢’ 6 (this however taken as propterea 
quod) mavre¢ huaprov is regarded as the Charybdis to be shunned at all hazards, 
the falling into the Scylla becomes unavoidable. Even Klipper, in attributing 
to ravre¢ juaprov the underlying thought that Adam’s sin penetrated to all, 
and Dietzsch, by his simplifying and modification of Hofmann’s exposition, 
have not escaped this danger. 

Remark 2. Since Paul shows from the absence of imputation (éAAoyeira) in 
the absence of law, that the death of men after Adam cannot have been occa- 
sioned by their own individual sins, but only by Adam’s, in which all were 
partakers in virtue of their connection with him as their progenitor, he must 
have conceived that Adam’s sin brought death not merely to himself but also 
at the same time to all by way of imputation ; and therefore the imputatio peccati 
Adamitici in reference to the death, to which all are subjected, certainly results 
from our passage as a Pauline doctrine. But as to original sin (not however as 
to its condemnableness in itself), the testimony of our passage is only indirect, 
in so far, namely, as the é¢’ @ rdvrec fuaprov, according to its proper explana- 
tion and confirmation in ver. 13 f., necessarily presupposes in respect to 
Adam ’s posterity the habitual want of justitia originalis and the possession of 
concupiscence, 

Remark 3. The view of Julius Miiller as to an original estate and original 
fall of man in an extra-temporal sphere (comp. the monstrous opinion of 
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Benecke, p. 109 ff., andin the Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 616 ff.) cannot be reconciled 
with our passage and its reference to Gen. iii.! See Ernesti, p. 247 ff., and 
among dogmatic theologians, especially Philippi, III. p. 92 ff.; and (against 
Schelling and Steffens) Martensen, § 93, p. 202 ff. ed. 2. 


Ver. 15. But not as is the trespass, so also is the gift of grace. (Sce Note 
LVIL. p. 225.) Although Adam and Christ as the heads of the old and new 
humanity are typical parallels, how different nevertheless are the two facts, 
by which the former and the latter stand to one another in the relation of 
type and antitype (on’the one side the rapdzrwua, on the other the yépropua) 
—different, namely (ci yap «.r.2.), by the opposite effects? issuing from those 
two iacts, on which that typical character is based. The question is not as 
to the different measwre of efficacious power, for this extends alike in both 
cases from one to all ; but as to the different specific kind of effect ; there 
death, here the rich grace of God—the latter the more undoubted and cer- 
tain (704A uaAAov), as coming after that deadly effect, which the rapdérropua 
had. ‘‘ For if (ei purely hypothetical) through the trespass of one the many 
died, much more has the grace of God and the gift by grace of the one man Jesus 
Christ become abundant to the many.” On 7d rapdrropa comp. Wisd. x. 1. 
The contrast is rd yapioua, the work of grace, i.e. the atoning and justifying 
act of the divine grace in Christ,* comp. ver. 17 ff. — ol oAAot] the many, 
namely, according to ver. 12 (comp. ver. 18), the collective posterity of 
Adam. It is im substance certainly identical with rdvrec, to which Mehring 
reverts ; but the contrast to the cic becomes more palpable and stronger by 
the designation of the collective mass as of roAAoi. Grotius erroneously 
says : ‘‘fere omnes, excepto Hnocho,” which is against vv. 12,18. Sucha 
unique, miraculous exception is not taken into consideration at all in this 
mode of looking at humanity as such on a great scale. Hrroneous also is 
the view of Dietzsch, following Beck, that of roAdoi and then rove roAAotc 
divide mankind into two classes, of which the one continues in Adamite cor- 
ruption (?) while the other is in Christ raised above sin and death. This 
theory breaks down even on the historical aorist aé@avoy and its, accord- 
ing to ver. 12, necessary reference to the physical death which was given 
with Adam’s death-bringing fall for all, so that they collectively (including 
also the subsequent believers) became liable to death through this rapdaz- 
twa. See on ver. 12. It is moreover clear from our passage that for the 
explanation of the death of men Paul did not regard their individual sin as 


1Nor with the N. T. generally, which 
teaches an extra-temporal mode of exist- 
ence only in the case of Christ. The extra- 
temporal condition and fall supposed by 
Miiller are not only owtside of Scripture, but 
at variance with it. 

2 This contrast forbids the taking aA 
on... . xdpiopa interrogatively (Mehring 
and earlier expositors), and so getting rid 
of the negation. 

3The unhappy and happy consequences 
respectively of the mapdém7wna and the 


xdéptona are not included in these concep- 
tions themselves (in opposition to Dietzsch). 
Nor is wapantwua to be so distinguished 
from wapéBaors, that the former connotes the 
unhappy consequences (Grotius, Dietzsch). 
On the contrary, the expressions are popu- 
lar synonyms, only according to different 
Jigures, like fall (not falling away) and tres- 
pass. Comp. on mapanr. Ez. xiv. 18, xv. 8, 
Xvili. 24, 26, iii, 20; Rom. iv. 25, xi, 11; 2Cor, 
y. 19; Gal. vi. 1; Eph. ii. 1 e ad. 
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the causa efficiens, or even as merely medians ; and it is a meaning gratui- 
tously introduced, when it is explained : ‘‘ the many sinned and found death, 
like the one Adam,” (Ewald, Jahrb. II., van Hengel and others). — roaag 
paddov] as in ver. 9, of the logical plus, i.e. of the degree of the evidence as 
enhanced through the contents of the protasis, multo potius. ‘If Adam’s 
fall has had so bad an universal consequence, much less can it be doubted 
that,” etc. For God far rather allows His goodness to prevail than His se- 
verity ; this is the presupposition on which the conclusion rests. Chrysos- 
tom has correctly interpreted 7. a2A. in the logical sense (70716 yap tovro 
evdoyérepov), a8 does also Theodoret, and recently Fritzsche, Philippi, Tho- 
luck (who however takes in the quantitative plus as well), van Hengel, Man- 
gold, and Klépper. The quantitative view (Theophylact : 
donor, agéAnoev 56 Xpiotdc, boov éEBAaWev 6’AdGu ; also Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, 
Calovius and others ; and in modern times Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Rothe, 
Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Hofmann, and Dietzsch) is opposed 
to the analogy of vv. 17, 18 ; and has also against it the consideration, that 
the measure of punishment of the rapartwpa (viz. the death of all) was already 
quantitatively the greatest possible, was absolute, and therefore the meas- 
ure of the grace, while just as absolute (cic tobe roAAobc), is not greater still 
than that measure of punishment, but only stands out against the dark 
background of the latter all the more evidently in its rich fulness.’ — 7 ydprc 
T. Ocov Kk. 7 dwped] the former, the grace of God, richly turned towards the 
many, is the principle of the latter (7) duped = +6 yapioua in ver. 15, the gift of 
justification). The duped isto be understood car éoy#v, without supplying tov 
@cov ; but the discourse keeps apart with solemn emphasis what is cause and 
what is effect. —év ydpire .... Xpcorov is not with many expositors (in- 
cluding Rothe, Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Mehring, Hofmann, 
and Dietzsch) to be joined with 7 duped (the gift, which is procured cee 
the grace of Christ), but with Fritzsche, Riickert, Ewald, van Hengel, and 
others, to be connected with érepiccevoe (has become abundant through the grace 
of Christ)—a construction which is decisively supported, not indeed by the 
absence of the article, since 7) dwped év yapite might be conjoined so as to 
form one idea, but by the reason, that only with this connection the TON ae 
napartouare in the protasis has its necessary, strictly correspondent, correla- 
tive in the apodosis. The divine grace and the gift have abounded to the 
many through the grace of Ohrist, just as the many died through the fall 


ov TooovTOV povov, 


1 The way would have been logically pre- 
pared for the quantitative plus by the hypo- 
thetical protasis only in the event of that 


means tenable. For even in the case of 
two facts which have taken place, the one 
may be corroborated and inferred from 


which was predicated being in the two 
clauses of a similar (not opposite) kind; in 
the event therefore of its having been possi- 
bla to affirm a salutariness of the rapartwnua 
in the protasis. Comp. xi. 12; 2 Cor. iii. 9, 
11; Heb. ix. 18 f., xii. 9, 25. The main ob- 
jection which Dietzsch (following Rothe) 
raises against the interpretation of the 
logical plus, on the ground that we have here 
two historical realities before us, is by no 


the other, namely, as respects its certainty 
and necessity. If the one has taken place, é¢ 
és by so much the more evident that the other 
also hastaken place. The historical reality 
of the one leaves all the less room for 
doubt as to that of the other. The second 
does not in this case require to be some- 
thing still futwre, especially if it be an oc- 
currence, which does not fall we the 
range of sensuous perception, 
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of Adam. The ydpic Inood Xpiorov is—as the genitive-relation naturally sug- 
gests of itself, and as is rendered obviously certain by the analogy of % ydpi 
tT. Ocov—the grace of Jesus Christ, in virtue of which He found Himself 
moved to accomplish the iAaorjpiov, in accordance with the Father’s decree, 
and thereby to procure for men the divine grace and the duped. It is not 
therefore the favour in which Christ stood with God (Luther, 1545) ; nor the 
grace of God received in the fellowship of Christ (van Hengel) ; nor is it the 
steadily continued, earthly and heavenly, redeeming efficacy of Christ’s grace 
(Rothe, Dietzsch), Comp. Acts xv. 11; 2 Cor. viii. 9; Gal. i. 6 ; Tit. iii. 
6 ; 2 Cor. xii. 8, xiii. 18. The designation of Christ : roi évdc dvOpdhrov’I. 

X., is oceasioned by the contrast with the one man Adam. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5. To describe the divine glory of this One man (Col. 
i. 19) did not fall within the Apostle’s present purpose ; but it was known 
to the reader, and is presupposed in His ydapec (John i. 64). — rH rod] ‘‘ arti- 
culi nervosissimi,” Bengel. — ei¢ robe roAAote] belongs to érepioo. The roA- 
Aoi are likewise here, just as previously, all mankind (comp. rdvrac avOpdrove, 
ver. 18). ‘To this multitude has the grace of God, etc., been plentifully im- 
parted (sic tr. 7. éxepicoevce, comp. 2 Cor. i. 5), namely, from the objective 
point of view, in so far as Christ’s act of redemption has acquired for all the 
divine grace and gift, although the subjective reception of it is conditioned 
by faith. See on ver. 18. The expression émepiocevce (he does not say 
merely yévero, or some such word) is the echo of his own blessed experi- 
ence. 

Ver. 16. Continuation of the difference between the gift of grace and the 
consequence of the fall, and that with reference to the causal origination on 
either side in a nwmerical aspect.'— And not as through one, who has sinned, 
so is the gift, z.e. it is not so in its case—the state of the case there is the very 
reverse—as if it were occasioned dv’ évdce duaprao. (like death through Adam). 
The d? évd¢ duapr#o. indicates the unity of the person and of the accom- 
plished sinful act ; comp. Stélting. Beyond the simple éori after dépyua noth- 
ing is to be supplied (so also Mangold), because the words without supple- 
ment are quite in accordance with the Greek use of o¢,” and yield an appro- 
priate sense, whereas none of the supplements that have been attempted are 
suggested by the context. It has been proposed, e.g. after auapr. to supply 
Oévatoc eic#AOev (Grotius, Estius, Koppe), or 7d xpiwa or katdaxpywa (Bengel, 
Klee, Reiche, Kéliner) ; or after é¢: ré (Beza), which is indeed impossible, 
but is nevertheless resorted to even by de Wette : ‘‘and not like that which 
originated through one that sinned, so is the gift,” and Tholuck : ‘‘the gift 
has a different character from that which has come through the one man sin- 
ning.” Comp. Philippi, who like Riickert and Dietzsch supplies merely 
éyévero after duapr. (and then after dup. : éort), which however still yields 


1 Dietzsch takes it differently, finding the justification—an intermingling to be avoid- 
progress of the argument in this, that at ed throughout the entire train of thought 
the end a state of life adequate to the divine in our passage ; comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgen- 
law may be established. This view how-  feld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 167. 
ever rests on an erroneous exposition of 2 Bernhardy, p. 352, Stallbaum, a@ Plat. 
Suxaiwpa (see below), and generally on an Sympos. p. 179 E. 
erroneous mixing up of sanctification with 
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no complete sentence, since the éyévero is without a subject. The correct view 
in substance is taken by Rothe, Ewald, and van Hengel ; while Fritzsche 
still calls in the aid of a supplement after dyapr. (rd rapdrtwpua éyévero) ; 
and Hofmann even wishes mentally to supply to kai. . . . dépnua from what 
precedes, to which it is attached, cig rove roAAove éxepicoevoev as predicate ; * 
whereas Mehring puts his rendering, which erroneously makes it a question 
(comp. on ver. 15), in this form : ‘‘ And ought not the gift to be, as it was 
through one that sinned 2” — 7d piv yap kpipak.t.A.] sc. éori ; explanation of 
the point of difference previously specified : For the judicial sentence redounds 
From a single one to a sentence of condemnation, but the gift of grace from many 
trespasses to a sentence of justification. — 76 kpiwa] quite general : the sentence 
which God pronounces as judge ; comp. 1 Cor. vi. 7. For the kind of sentence, 
which this shall prove to be in the concrete result, is indicated only by the 
. following cic xardxpya. The explanation which refers it to the divine an- 
nouncement contained in Gen. ii. 17 (Fritzsche, Dietzsch) is erroneous, be- 
cause the latter is a threat, and not a xpiva ; and because the act of Adam 
must have already preceded the «piua. Others understand by it the sentence 
of punishment pronounced against Adam, which has become a sentence of 
punishment (sentence of death) against his posterity (xatdxpiua) (Reiche, 
Riickert, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, de Wette, Maier, Hofmann) ; 
but wrongly, because they thus neglect the pointed interchange of xpiza and 
kardxpyua, and in ei¢ xataxpiyua place the stress on the condemned subject, 
which however is not even mentioned. Linguistically erroneous is the view 
of Beza, Calixtus, Wolf, and others, that r+. xpiua is the guilt. Nor does it 
mean the state of being finally adjudged (Stélting). Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
and van Hengel hold the right view ; while Rothe, with unnecessary refin- 
ing and gratuitous importation, takes rd wév and 7d dé by themselves as sub- 
ject, xpiua and yédpioua as predicates (‘‘the one effect is a righteous judg- 
ment. . . . the other on the contrary a gift”). Dietzsch still more breaks 
up the sentence, making kpiva and ydpioua appositions, the former to 7d pév, 
and the latter to 7d dé — é évéc] has, like é« wod26v waparr. afterwards, 
the chief emphasis ; évég is masculine on account of the previous d/ évdc 
ayaptio., not neuter (apantéparoc), as Rothe, Mehring, Dietzsch, Stélting 
and others think. This masculine however does not necessitate our taking 
moad@v also as masculine (Hofmann), which would in itself be allowable 
(comp. on 2 Cor. i. 11), but is here opposed by the consideration that Paul 
would have expressed the personal contrast to é& évd¢ more symmetrically and 
thoughtfully by the bare é« rodAév. The Vulgate gives the right sense : 
“ev multis delictis.”” — i] points to the motive cause, producing the event 
from itself :.forth from one; see Kiihner, II. 1, p. 399. Just in the same 
way the second éx. — cic kardxpiua] sc. gor, as in the first half of the verse,? 


1 It would runthus: ‘‘ The gift has not so 
accrued abundantly to the many and passed 
over to them, as was the case when such a be- 
stowal ensued through one that sinned.” 
This supplement is already guarded against 
by the fact that «. obx down to dépyua is the 
obvious parallel of ovx as 7. apart, down 


to xapioua, and hence, like the latter, may 
not be supplemented further than by éo7i. 
Any other course is arbitrary and artificial. 

*2In consequence of the way in which 
Hofmann has supplemented the first half 
of the verse, we should now take, in the 
one instance, é& évds eis Katdkpyma cis TOYS 


CEA SVs sili(s 213 
‘ut una cum praesentibus praeterita tamquam eadem in tabella repraesent- 
et,” van Hengel. One was the cause (moving the divine righteousness) 
that the judgment of God presents itself in the result as a punitive judgment 
(namely, that on account-of the sin of one all should die, ver. 12) ; many 
sins [see Note LVII. p. 225], on the other hand, were the cause (moving 
the divine compassion) that the gift of grace results in conereto as'a judg- 
ment of justification. In the one case an wnity, in the other a multiplicity, 
was the occasioning cause. In the second clause also, following the analogy 
of «pia in the first, rd ydapioua is conceived of generally and abstractly ; the 
xdpioua redounds in the concrete case eig duaiaua, When God, namely, for- 
gives the many sins and declares their subjects asrighteous. ducaloua, which 
is not, with Dietzsch, to be understood in the sense of the right framing of 
life through sanctification of the Spirit—a view contrary to linguistic usage 
and the context—is here also (comp. i. 82, ii. 26, viii. 4 ; Luke i. 6; Heb. 
ix. 1, 10 ; Rev. xv. 4; frequently in LXX. and Apocr., see Schleusner, Thes. 
Il. p. 167 f.), according to its literal signification, in itself nothing else than 
judicial determination, judicial sentence ; but it is to be taken here in the 
Pauline sense of the divine dcxaiotv, hence : the sentence defining righteousness, 
the ordinance of God in which He completes the dvxaiwoug as actus judicialis, 
the opposite of xardxpyua. Condition of righteousness (Luther and others), 
“the actual status of being righteous” (Hofmann), would be represented by 
dixaoovvy ; satisfaction of justice, compensation of justice (Rothe, Mehring 
following Calovius, and Wolf), in accordance with which idea it may even 
designate punishment in classical usage (Plat. Legg. ix. p. 864 E), it might 
mean (Aristot. Hth. Nic. v. 7, 17: éxavépfwpua tov adixhwaroc), but never does 
so in Biblical usage, to which this special definition oi the sense is foreign. 
Paul could convey the sense declaration as righteous, verdict of justification, 
the more appropriately by dvcaiwua, since in Bar. ii. 17 the word is also sub- 
stantially thus used (décove défav Kk. dikatwpa TH Kvpiw, In Hades they shall 
not praise God and declare Him righteous). Compare also 2 Sam. xix. 28 ; 
Jer.*xi. 20 ; Prov. viii. 20 ;- Rev. xv. 4, and xix. 8. The right view is 
taken by Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
van Hengel, Holsten, Klépper, and Pfleiderer ; Riickert (also Maier) abides 
by means of justification, following merely the form of the word without 
empirical proof, while de Wette is undecided, and Stélting, without prece- 
dent from linguistic usage (comp. above Luther and Hofmann), understands 
the state of justification into which the state of grace (the ydpicua) has passed. 
These two conceptions however exclude any idea of succession, and are con- 
current. — The addition Cajc in D. Vulg. is a correct gloss ; comp. ver. 18. 

Ver. 17. The 7d d& ydépiopa éx roAA. waparr. ei¢ Sukalwpa, just asserted in 
contrast to the xaréxpywa proceeding from One, has now the seal of conjirma- 


moAAovs émepiocevoevas predicate to 
ro xptwa; and in the other instance, é« 
TOAAOV TapanTwmaTwY eis SiKaiwna Els TOUS 
moAAov’s émepiogevcery as predicate to 
7) xépioua,—notwithstanding that in both 
cases a definition with eis is already given 
by Paul himself. How enigmatically and 


misleadingly he would have written ! 

1 Where ra Sikatépata Tov ayiwy are the 
divine verdicts of justification, which the 
saints have received. The pure byssus is 
their symbol. Compare Ewald, Joh. Schr. 
in loc. p. 830. Diisterdieck understands it 
otherwise (righteous acts). 
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tion (yép) impressed on it through the triumphant certainty of the reign of 
life, which must belong to the recipients of the dia/aya in the approaching 
completion of the kingdom through the One Jesus Christ all the more un- 
doubtedly, since the rapdrrwpya of the One Adam brought death to reign. 
The effect of the second One (the Adam ,é//wv) in the direction of salvation 
cannot in fact remain behind the effect which proceeded from the first One 
in the direction of destruction. On this rests the evidence of the blissful 
assurance, which with roA4w waAdov stands forth as it were from the gloom 
of the death previously described (comp. vv. 15, 9). The view that ver. 17 
adduces the proof of the first half of ver. 16 being really proved by its second 
half (Hofmann), is to be rejected for this very reason, that the demonstra- 
tion in ver. 16 isso full and clear in itself, especially after ver. 15, that there 
is no longer any necessity for receiving proof of its probative power, and no 
reader could expect this. It is quite arbitrary in Rothe, especially looking 
to the regular continuation by ydp, to take ver. 16 as a parenthesis, and to 
attach ver. 17 to ver. 15. For other views of the connection see Dietzsch, 
who, in accordance with his own unsuitable rendering of dccaiwua, finds here 
the inner righteous condition of life verified by the final reign of life as its 
outward manifestation. — did rov évéc] through the medium of the One, is 
added, although éy é? rapantéuatc had been already said (see the critical 
remarks), in order to prepare the way with due emphasis for the 6:a tov évdc¢ 
"Inoot Xpiorod of the apodosis. Comp. on 2 Cor. xii. 7. — rod26 parrov] 
Here also, as in ver. 15, the logical plus, the far greater certainty and evidence. 
—oi AapuBdvovtec] not those who believingly accept (Bengel, Rothe, van Hen- 
gel, and others), but simply the recipients. [See Note LIX. p. 226.] The 
present participle denotes the presence of the time of grace introduced by 
Christ, which stands in the middle between the former reign of death and 
the reign of life in the blissful future and determines the subjects of the lat- 
ter ; comp. ver. 11. —vriv repicoeiav] the abundant fulness (comp. ii. 4) of 
grace, referring to érepicoevoe in ver. 15. — rie yap x. T. dwpedc] distinguished, 
as in ver. 15. But the emphasis of the description, climactic in the enthusi- 
asm of victory, lies in the first instance on ydproc, and then, as it advances, 
on dixacoobyyc, in contrast to the former tragic rapdtrwya. — tij¢ duxatoc.] is 
that, in which the doped consists. The whole characteristic description of 
the subjects by of . . . . AauBdvovrec already implies the certainty with 
which one may reckon in the case of those, who are honoured to receive 
such abundance, on the final BaovAebew év Com through Christ. — év Cw BaoA- 
evoovo.| The word aod. itself, and more especially the future, renders it 
certain that the future Messianic (of is here meant ; in which, as the oppo- 
site of the @4varoc, the pardoned and justified shall have the joint-dominion 
of the new world (viil. 21), the xia and its dé&a (vill. 17), under Christ 
the Head (1 Cor. iv. 8, vi. 2; 2 Tim. ii. 12), in whose final manifestation 
their life shall be gloriously ate (Col. iii. 3 f.) Observe, further, 
that in the apodosis Paul does not say 7) Cw Baovdeboes éxt rode... . AapuBd- 
vovrac in accordance with the protasis, but appropriately, and in harmony 
with the active nature of the relation, i.e. of the future glorious liberty of 
the children of God, places the subjects actively in the foreground, and 


CHAD Vieme Le 215 


affirms of them the reigning im life. —'The 'Iysot Xpiorod is added as if in 
triumph, in contradistinction to the unnamed but well-known ele, who occa- 
sioned the dominion of death. Finally, we should not fail to notice how in 
this passage the glance proceeds from the status gratiae (AauPdvovrec) back- 
ward to the status irae (éBacidevoe), and forward to the status gloriae (Bao.A- 
evoovot). 

Ver. 18 f. Summary recapitulation of the whole parallel treated of from 
ver. 12 onwards, so that the elements of likeness and unlikeness contained 
in it are now comprehended in one utterance. LvAdoyiferac évrai0a rd wav, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The emergence of the dpa ody now ushering in the 
conclusion, as well as the corresponding relation of the contents of ver. 18 f. 
to the indication given by é¢ éore riro¢ tov péAAovrog in ver. 14, carries us 
back to ver. 12; not merely to ver. 16 f. (de Wette, Fritzsche) ; or merely 
ta vy. 15-17 (Hofmann, Dietzsch). The right view is taken by Philippi, 
Ewald, Holsten. — dpa otv] conclusive : accordingly then,’ in very frequent 
use by the Apostle (vii. 3, 25, viii. 12, ix. 16, 18, xiv. 12, 19; Gal. vi. 10; 
Eph. ii. 19 e¢ al.), and that, contrary to the classical usage,* at the beginning 
of the sentence. For the necessary (contrary to Mehring’s view) completion 
of the two sentences, which are in the sharpest and briefest manner com- 
pressed as it were into a mere exclamation (Ewald), it is sufficient simply 
to supply : res cessit, it has come, aréBn (Winer, p. 546 [E. T. 587]), or éyévero 
(Grotius). See Buttmann’s newt. Gr. p. 338 [E. T. 894]. As ét therefore has 
come to a sentence of condemnation for all men through One trespass, so also it 
has come to justification of life (which has for its consequence the possession 
of the future Messianic life, comp. ver. 21; John v. 28, 29) for all men 
through One justifying judgment. The supplying of 16 «piua éyévero to the 
first, and 1d yépicua éyévero to the second half (so Fritzsche and Riickert), 
considering the opposite sense of the two subjects, renders the very com- 
pressed discourse somewhat singular. — d’? évd¢ dix.] through one judicial 
verdict (see on vv. 16, 19), namely, that which was pronounced by God on 
account of the obedience of Christ rendered through His death. In strict 
logic indeed the dicaiwpa, which is properly the antithesis of cardxpiua (as in 
ver. 16), should not be opposed to rapdztwua ; but this incongruity of a 
lively interchange of conceptions is not un-Pauline (comp. ver. 15). And 
it is thoroughly unwarranted to assign to dixatwua here also, as in ver. 16, 
significations which it has not ; such as actual status of being righteous (Hof- 
mann, Stélting), fulfilment of right (Philippi, Mangold), making amends 
(Rothe), righteous deed (Holsten), righteous life-condition of Christ (Dietzsch), 
with which anew humanity begins, act of justification (Tholuck), virtuous- 
ness (Baumgarten-Crusius), obedience (de Wette), and the like—definitions, 
in which for the most part regard is had to the act of the death of Jesus 
partly with and partly without the addition of the obedientia activa (comp. 
also Klépper), while Fritzsche explains it of the incarnation and humilia- 


1’Apa, ‘‘ad internam potius causam cy; Baeumlein, p. 85; comp. Kiihner, I. 


spectat,” odv, ‘‘magis ad externam,” p. 857. 
Klotz, ad Devar. p.717. Comp. p. 173. The 2 Herm. ad Antig. 628, ad Viger, p. 823, 


apa serves specifically for dialectic accura- 
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tion of Christ (Phil. ii. 5, 8) as His recte factum. Ewald interprets rightly : 
“through One righteous sentence ;” so also van Hengel and Umbreit. 
This alone is permitted by ver. 16. It is the One declaration of what is now 
of right, that is, the judicial verdict of the being reconciled, which took place 
on the part of God, on the ground of Christ’s sacrificial death—the conse- 
quence therefore, of His ixaxoy rendered in death—and which so far may 
appear as the antithesis to the fall of Adam with the same right as in ver. 
15 the grace and gift were adduced as the contrast to that fall. To take 
the évdc as masculine (Vulgate, Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, 
Calvin, and many others, including Tholuck, Fritzsche, Nielsen, Picard, 
Klépper, Philippi, and Hofmann), is, seeing that no article is annexed, 
unwarranted according to the analogy of the immediate context, vv. 17, 19 ; 
or Paul would have only expressed himself in a way liable to be misunder- 
stood (how differently in ver. 16 !). Equally unwarranted is it to conceive 
the verb to be supplied in the apodosis as in the futwre (Philippi, Dietzsch). 
The judicial verdict is given and has redounded once and for ever to justifi- 
cation of eternal life for all ; that is the great historical fact of salvation, 
which Paul has in view and sets forth as a concrete event (not under the 
point of view of a timeless abstraction, as Rothe thought) without con- 
sidering how far it is now or in the future appropriated through faith by 
the subjects.—In both halves of the verse ravrec dvOpwror is simply all men, 
as in ver. 12. At the same time it must be noted that in the second half 
the relation is conceived in its objectivity. On the part of God it has come 
to justification for all; thus the case stands objectively ; the subjective attain- 
ment of this universal justification, the realization of it for the individuals, 
depends upon whether the latter believingly apprehend the dc«aiwyua for their 
own subjective dukaiworc, or unbelievingly reject it. This dependence ona 
subjective condition, however, did not belong to the scope of our passage, 
in which the only object was to set forth the all-embracing blessed objec- 
tive consequence of the é@y ducafowa, in contrast to the all-destructive 
objective consequence of the év rapdzrwua. Hence just as little can any- 
thing be deduced from our passage as from xi. 82 in favour of a final 
amoxaréoracic. The distinction imported by Hofmann and Lechler : that 
mdvteg avépwro means all without distinction, and révrec of dvOpwxo, on the 
other hand, all without exception, the swm total of mankind, is purely 
fanciful ; révre¢ Means omnes, nemine excepto, alike whether the substantive 
belonging to it, in accordance with the connection, has or has not the 
article (‘‘articulus, cum sensus fert additus vel omissus, discrimen sen- 
tentiae non facit,” Ellendt, Zev. Soph. II. p. 519). Only when the article 
stands before ravtec (consequently of révrec av0.) does the distinction emerge, 
that we have to think of ‘‘cwnetos sive wniversos, i.e. singulos in unum 
corpus colligatos” (Ellendt, p. 521) ; comp. Kriiger, § 50, 11, 12 ; Kithner, 
II. 1, p. 545. 

Ver. 19. This final sentence, assigning a reason, now formally by the 
recurrence of the éorep points back to ver. 12, with which the whole chain 
of discourse that here runs to an end had Rocce [See Note LX. p. 226.] 
But that which is to be established by yép is not the how of the parallel com- 


as 
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parison, which is set forth repeatedly with+clearness (in opposition to 
Rothe), but the blissful conclusion of that comparison in ver. 18 : ei¢ 
ducatworv Cove, upon which what is now expressed in ver, 19 impresses the 
seal of certainty. Dietzsch thinks that the purport, which is kept general, 
of ver. 18 is now to be established from the personal life. But the right 
interpretation of dccaioua and of dixavov katacrabpoovrac is opposed to this 
view. —duaptorot xatecta0. of woAdoi] [See Note LXI. p. 227.] The many 
were set down as sinners ; for according to ver. 12 ff. they were indeed, 
through the disobedience of Adam, put actually into the category of sinners, 
because, namely, they sinned in and with the fall of Adam. Thus through 
the disobedience of the one man, because all had part in it, has the position of 
all become that of sinners. The consequence of this, that they were subjected 
to punishment (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact and others), were 
treated as sinners (Grotius, Flatt, Béhme, Krehl and others), and the like, is 
not here expressly included, but after the foregoing is obvious of itself. 
Fritzsche (comp. Koppe and Reiche) has: through their death they ap- 
peared as sinners." On the one hand this gratuitously imports something 
(through their death), and on the other it does violence to the expression 
kateorad., which denotes the real putting into the position of sinners, where- 
by they de facto came to stand as sinners,” peccatores constituti sunt (James 
ivadene Pete 8 Heb: vy. 1, vill, 3 3) 2) Macc: xv.12,+ 3 Macc, 1/7, Plate 
Rep. p. 564 A ; Conv. p. 222 B ; examples from Xenophon in Sturz, II. p. 
610), as is required by the ruling normal clause é¢ 6 rdvre¢ juaprov in ver. 12. 
The Apostle might have written éyev#$7cav (as Dietzsch explains the xareor.), 
but he has already in view the antithesis dixavoc karacr., and expresses himself 
in conformity to it : hence also he does not put ravre¢ (which might have 
stood in the first clause), but of roAA0¢. — dua braxogc| through obedience. The 
death of Jesus was xar’ é&oyhv His obedience to the will of the Father, Phil. 
ii. 8; Heb. v. 8. But this designation is selected as the antithesis to the 
rapaxo? of Adam, and all the more certainly therefore it does not here mean 
‘“‘the collective life-obedience” (Lechler, comp. Hofmann, Dietzsch and 
others), but must be understood as the deed of atonement willed by God 
(ver. 8 ff.), to which we owe justification, and the ethical premiss of which 
on Christ’s side is righteousness of life, although Hofmann improperly 
rejects this view as a groundless fancy.—dixaioe katacrabqoovrat] shall be placed 
in the category of righteous. The future refers* to the future revelation of 


> 


1§0 also Julius Miiller, v. d. Svinde, II. p. 6 ravtes Huaproyv, according to our concep- 
485, ed. 5, evading the literal sense: “‘the tion of these words. 
many have become declared (as it were 2 Dietzsch should not have raised the ob- 
before the divine judgment-seat) as sinners jection that it ought to have been eis 
through the disobedience of the one man = auraptwdovs, or év auaptwaAocis. See generally 
(as the determining initial point of sinful Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 274. ; 
development), by the fact, that they have 3 Corresponding to the PactAevoovar in 
been subjected to death.” See on the ver. 17, and hence not to be explained ina 
other hand Hofmann, who properly urges mere general way of the certain expecta- 
that they did not become sinners only tation or conviction (Mehring), as Hof- 
along with their dying, but immediately mann also takes it in the sense of médAce 
through Adam’s disobedience. But the Aoyigeodar, iv. 24. Comp. on the other 
how of their doing so is infact just thee’ hand ii. 18, 16; and see on Gal. v. 5. 
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glory after the resurrection (Reiche, Fritzsche, Klépper) ; not to the fact 
that the multitude of believers is conceived of as not yet completed, and 
consequently the justifying of them is chiefly regarded as a succession of 
cases to come (comp. iii. 20, 30). The how of the dixatos xatacraf. cannot be 
found in an actual becoming righteous, as result of the divine work of grace, 
at the close of the saving process (Dietzsch), which would offend against the 
whole context since ver. 12, and anticipate the contents of ch. vi. In truth 
the mode which Paul had in view is beyond doubt, after the development 
of the doctrine of justification in chs. iii. iv. God has forgiven believers 
on account of the death of Christ, and counted their faith as righteousness, 
Thus the obedience of the One has caused that at the judgment the roAAoi 
shall by God’s sentence enter into the category of the righteous,’ as the dis- 
obedience of the One had caused the roAAoi to enter the opposite. In both 
cases the causa meritoria is the objective act of the two heads of the race 
(the sin of Adam—the death of Christ), to whom belong the 7o/0i on both 
sides ; while the subjective mediating cause is the individual relation to those 
acts (communion in Adam’s fall—faith). It is a mistake therefore to quote 
this passage against the Protestant doctrine of justification (Reithmayr and 
Bisping), as if the making righteous were designated as sanctification. 
But we are not entitled to carry the comparison between Adam and Christ 
further than Paul himself has done. 

Vv. 20, 21. The comparison between Adam and Christ is closed. But 
in the middle between the two stood the law! [See Note LXII. p. 227.] 
Tiow therefore could Paul leave unnoticed the relation of the law to both, 
the relation of this essential intervening element in the divine plan of sal- 
vation, the continuity of which was not to be hindered by the law, but, on 
the contrary, advanced to its blissful goal? The mention of it presented 
itself necessarily to him, especially after the utterance already contained in 
ver. 13, even without our thinking of an opponent’s objection,’ or, at least, of 
persons who fancied that they must themselves furnish something in order 
to secure for themselves eternal life (Hofmann) ; but it cannot be regarded 
as the proper goal of the entire discussion (Th. Schott), which would not at 
all correspond to so succinct an indication. — rapeco7AGev| there came in 
alongside (of the duapria, which had already come in, ver. 12) into the 
world.* The notion of secrecy (Vulgate : subintravit, comp. Erasmus, 
Annot., Send.) is not implied in rapa in itself, but would require to be sug- 
gested by the context, as in Gal. ii. 4; Pol. i. 7, 8; i. 8, 4; ii. 55, 3 (where 
Ad0p¢ stands along with it); comp. rapewdya, rapecodiw, mapeiodépu. k.T.A., 
which likewise receive the idea of secrecy only from the context. But this 


1 Consequently not through any internal 
communication or infusion of the moral 
quality of righteousness ; comp. Déllinger, 
Christenthum u. K. p. 200 f. 190, ed. 2. See 
on the other hand Késtlin in the Jahro. f. 
D. Theol. 1856, p. 95. Déllinger erroneously 
explains katacradijo. : “ established in right- 
eousness.”? 

*8o even Cyril and Grotius ; compare 


Mangold. The latter finds here a proof of 
the preponderantly Jewish-Ohristian char- 
acter of the readers. But with as little 
right as it might be found in Gal. iii. 

3 See Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 651; and van 
Hengel in loc. Comp. Philo in Loesner, p. 
252, especially de temul. p. 263 C, where 
TapeceAvciy Hoa Means juxta se intrare 
sinens, On the idea comp. Gal. iii. 19. 
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is not at all the case here, because this idea would be at variance with the 
solemn giving of the law (Gal. iii. 19 ; Acts vii. 58), and the reverence of 
the Apostle for it (Rom. vii. 12 ff.). Reiche, Rothe, Tholuck, Riickert, and 
Philippi import the idea that the law is designated as an accessory insti- 
tution, or its coming in as of subordinate importance in comparison with 
that of sin (Hofmann), as an element not making an epoch (Weiss, Dietzsch), 
It was not such, Gal. iv. 24, nor is this sense implied in the word itself. 
Linguistically incorrect (for rapeiépy. does not mean coming in between, 
but coming in alongside) is the view of others: that it came in the middle 
between Adam (according to Theodoret and Reithmayr, Abraham) and 
Christ (Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Baumgarten-Crusius, Usteri, Ewald, Bis- 
ping, and others). Nor does rapevo#Afev mean: it came in in opposition 
thereto, t.e€. in Opposition to stm (Mehring). Such a reference must nec- 
essarily have been implied, as in Gal. ii. 4, in the context, but would be out 
of place here on account of the following iva x.r.4., which Mehring inap- 
propriately takes as painful irony. Finally that apd means obiter, ad tem- 
pus (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Cornelius 8 Lapide) is a pure fancy. — iva 
Theovdon TO Tapart.| i order that the transgression might be increased. [See 
Note LXIII. p. 227.] The rapaéztwua can only be intended in the sense in 
which the reader must have understood it in virtue of the preceding text, 
ver. 15 ff., therefore of the Adamite transgression. This was the concrete 
destructive evil, which existed in the world as the beginning of sin and the 
cause of universal death. By the law, however, it was not to be abolished 
or annulled, but on the contrary (observe the prefixing of rAcovdcy) it was 
to be inereased, i.e. to obtain accession in more and more raparrépyacr. If 
therefore 75 xapadrrwya is not to be taken collectively (Fritzsche, de Wette, 
van Hengel, and others) just as little is iva rAeovdoy to be rationalized so 
that it may be interpreted logice, of greater acknowledgment of sin (Grotius, 
Wolf, Nielsen, Baur), or of the consciousness of sin (J. Miller), since the 
corresponding imeperepicc. cannot be so taken ; nor so, that iva is to be ex- 
plained as ecbatic (Chrysostom, and several Fathers quoted by Suicer, Thes. 
I. p. 1454, Koppe, Reiche), which is never correct, and is not justified by 
the groundless fear of a blasphemous and un-Pauline idea (Reiche). Comp. 
Gal. iii. 19 ; 1 Cor. xv. 56; and generally oni. 24. Augustine (in Ps. cii. 
c. 15) rightly says by way of describing the intervening aim referred to : 


‘non crudeliter hoc fecit Deus, sed consilio medicinae ;.. . . augetur 
morbus, crescit malitia, quaeritur medicus et totum sanatur.” — rapartopa 


and dyapria are not certainly distinguished as Tittmann, Synon. p. 47, de- 
fines ; nor yet, as Reiche thinks, simply thus, that both words indicate the 
same idea only under different figures (this would be true of rapdztopa and 
dudptnua) ; but in this way, that rd rapdérroyua invariably indicates only the 
concrete sin, the sinful deed ; while 7 duapria may have as well the concrete 
(as always when it stands in the plural, comp. on Eph. ii. 1) as the abstract 
sense. It has the latter sense in our passage, and it appears purposely 
chosen. For if the Adamite transgression, which was present in the world 
of men as a fact and with its baneful effect, received accession through the 
law, so that this evil actually existing in humanity since the fall increased, 
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the sum total of sin én abstracto, which was among men, was thereby en- 
larged ; the dominion of sin became greater, both extensively and intensively 
(comp.’ Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 73). Therefore the discourse pregresses 
thus : ob 02 érAedvacev 7) duapria, and then éBacid. 4 duaptia. — ov] where, local, 
of the domain, where etc. This field is generally the world of men, in which, 
however, the increase in sin here meant came from the people of the law, from 
Israel ; but without the sphere of the oi being limited to the latter, since 
immediately, in ver. 21, he brings forward the wniversal point of view as it 
prevails throughout the section (in opposition to Hofmann). The temporal 
rendering : when (Grotius, de Wette, Fritzsche, Stélting) is likewise lin- 
guistically correct (time being represented under the aspect of space, comp. 
a¢’ ob and the like), but less in harmony with the analogous passages, iv. 
15 ; 2 Cor. iii. 17 (ot . . . . éxei). — dreperepioc.| it became over-great, supra 
modum redundavit. The éricévacev had to be surpassed. Comp. 2 Cor. 
vii. 4; 1 Tim. i, 14; Mark vii. 875.2 Thess. i. 3. But that it had sur- 
passed itself (Hofmann), is a definite reference gratuitously introduced. 
The two correlative verbs are related simply as comparative and superlative. 
— iva borep x.t.A.| in order that, just as (formerly) sin reigned in virtue of 
death, so also (divine) grace should reign by means of righteousness unto eternal 
life through Jesus Christ our Lord. This is the whole blessed aim of the 
imeperepioo. 7 yapec. Rothe incorrectly desires to treat od dé . . . . ydpuc as 
a parenthesis. This proposition is in fact so essential, that it is the nec- 
essary premiss for the opening up of that most blessed prospect. See more- 
over Dietzsch. —év 76 Oavatw] not unto death (Luther, Beza, Calvin, and 
many others), nor yet in death as the sphere of its rule (Tholuck, Philippi), 
but instrwmentally, corresponding to the antithesis dvd duxasocbyyc ele Cuny 
aiéviov (which belong together). Sin has brought death into the world 
with it, and subjected all to death (ver. 12), é@’ © mavtec juaprov ; thus sin 
exercised its dominion in virtue of death. This dominion however has 
given way to the dominion of grace, whose rule does not indeed 
abolish death, which having once entered into the world with sin has 
become the common lot of all, in itself, but accomplishes its object all the © 
more blissfully, in that it confers a righteousness redownding to everlasting 
life. And grace exercises this bliss-bringing rule through the merit of its 
personal Mediator (xpé£evoc, Chrysostom) Christ, who has earned it for men 
through His expiatory death. The full triwnphant conclusion, dia "Inood 
Xpcorod Tov Kvpiov juev (comp. vii. 25; 1 Cor. xv. 57 al.) belongs to the 
entire thought 7 ydpuc Baovketon . . . . ¢. aidvov, upon which it impresses 
the seal. Here, also, the dicaoctvy is the righteousness of fwith (not of life). 


Norges py AmmricAN Eprror. 


XLIX. Ver. 1. éyouev. 


The textual question of this verse is one of extreme difficulty. That the 
weight of external authority is in favor of éywuev cannot be doubted. But it is 


1The pregnant sense, which Hofmann, seeks to apply analogically here also (comp. 
on ver. 14, attributes to the Baodevew, and Dietzsch), is here least of all appropriate. 
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equally beyond doubt that the internal argument points toward the indicative. 
The remark of Godet is justified by an examination of what the advocates of 
‘the other reading have brought forward in its support: ‘No exegete has been 
able satisfactorily to account for this imperative suddenly occurring in the 
midst of a didactic development.” The Apostle seems clearly, in these verses, 
to be presenting the blessed consequences of the doctrine which he has estab- 
lished by argument. That, in such a presentation, he should state the first of 
these consequences (or, indeed, the second and third also), only in the form of 
an exhortation to lay hold upon it, is, though not impossible, contrary to all 
probability, 
L. Ver. 2. kal cavydueba. 


kal, as Meyer holds, is to be connected with éyouev of ver.1. There are three 
consequences of justification by faith, which the Apostle mentions in the first 
half of the chapter (1-i1): peace with God, joy in hope of the future glory, 
and joy in present tribulations, These are the main points of the section, and 
are set forth in co-ordinate sentences. The other parts of the passage are subor- 
dinate : dv’ od... . éor7xauev of ver. 2 to the statement of ver. 1, and vv. 3b-11 to ver. 
3a. The cause or ground of the believer's rejoicing in tribulations is, that he 
knows that, ina certain way and by acertain process, they lead to the confirma- , 
tion of hishope of the future. Tribulation works out the result for him of stead- 
fast endurance ; this, in its turn, the result of ‘‘triedness” [doxcun apparently 
does not mean probation (proving), as R. V., but approval, or the condition of one 
who, having been tested and tried, has stood the test and is approved] ; and this 
tested and approved character, again, naturally and necessarily strengthens hope 
—which hope is one that does not disappoint the man who has it. The founda- 
tion of the confidence that it will not prove disappointing is the greatness of the 
love of God. This greatness is exhibited and proved in vv. 6-8, and the conclu- 
sion resting upon it—that the Divine love will, beyond all doubting, bring to its 
end that which it has, by the provision of a reconciliation through Christ, so 
wonderfully begun—is declared and emphatically repeated in vv, 9-11. 


LI. Ver. 12. da rotro x.7.A. 


The second section of this chapter (12-19) presents another blessed conse- 
quence of the proof that justification is by faith: namely, that in this doc- 
trine we have a universal system of salyation—not limited to one nation as 
was the law, but open to all nations alike. In order to the setting forth of 
this universality in an impressive way, the parallelism with the case of Adam is 
introduced. As evil came from him, not to one section of mankind, but to all 
sections, so it is with the blessings from Christ. To Paul’s mind this univer- 
sality and ‘‘ world-wide significance’ was the glory of Christianity. It was - 
natural, therefore, that he should give it special prominence, and should pre- 
sent it to his readers, as he does in this long paragraph, as standing over 
against or equalling all the other and special results to which he had just 
referred. To suppose that he here turns to consider the subject of original 
sin, for the purpose of enunciating fully the true doctrine concerning it, is 
to misapprehend the writer’s design. It is also to suppose that from the out- 
break of the joyous feeling ofa full heart, in the preceding verses, he suddenly 
turns to the darkest and saddest side of human history, and then, after writing 
afew statements respecting it, leaves it entirely, to discuss another and quite 
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different matter. We must believe that the introduction of Adam and his rela- 
tion to the world is altogether in the way of illustration, and is of secondary 
importance, as compared with the main object in view. This being the char- 
acter of the passage, we can readily see how the writer should have limited 
himself—as we find that he does—to the one point which he had in mind, 
and should not have cared to express himself, with definiteness or fulness, as 
to the entire doctrine of the relation of Adam’s sin to the condemnation of 
his posterity. That there is a consequential connection between that sin and 
the condemnation, it was necessary to his purpose to state. But it was by 
no means necessary to explain, in all its details, the mode of this connection. 


LU. Ver. 12. ei¢ rdvtac avfpadrove. 


With reference to mdvtac, see note on page 76. The fact there mentioned re- 
specting the use of this word in the course of the argument (i. 18-iy. 25), ren- 
ders it altogether probable that ‘‘all men’’ here means all, without national lim- 
itations, rather than all without the exception of any single individual. A 
writer is to be interpreted according to the thought which he is manifestly de- 
veloping. The thought of the Apostle, for the setting forth of which he wrote 
his Epistle, is that righteousness is by faith for every one, whether Jew or Gen- 
tile. This proposition he has proved, and he is now declaring, with joy, that 
its truth involves universality of blessing. What is this universality but that 
which includes Gentiles as well as Jews? 


LI. Ver. 12. mdvrec juaprov. 


The aorist tense in this verb seems to require explanation. Neither here 
nor in iii. 23 and ii. 12, is it to be regarded as equivalent to the perfect or 
present. In this case it carries back the thought to the time of Adam’s sin, 
But in what sense all men are declared to have sinned when he did is not 
determined by the mere fact that the aorist is used. The writer may be intend- 
ing to state an actual participation in the first sin, or he may be expressing 
himself ina figurative or semi-figurative way. That the former of these sup- 
positions is not true is rendered probable by the acknowledged independence 
on the part of each man of the sins of hisancestors. All admit that aman isin 
no literal sense, either physically or morally, one with his remotest forefather 
next this side of Adam. If no such union exists with the last but one in the 
ascending series, we naturally conclude that there is none with the last. 
This conclusion may not, indeed, be a necessary one. It isnot. But itis so 
_ probable, that it may set us on an inquiry as to whether some other explana- 
tion cannot be found, which will relieve us of this difficulty ; and, if such an 
explanation is discovered, it may give the weight of a strong presumption in its 
favor. The usage of Paul in employing the aorist, and the indications of the 
passage, point to the discovery. Of the view in question, Dr. Charles Hodge 
fitly says, “‘ ven on the extremest realistic assumption that humanity as such 
is an entity, the act of Adam was not the act of allmen. His sin was an in- 
telligent act of self-determination ; but an act of rational self-determination 
is a personal act. Unless, therefore, all men as persons existed in Adam, it is 
impossible that they acted his act. To say that a man acted thousands of 
years before his personality began does not rise even to the dignity of a con- 
tradiction : it has no meaning at all. It is a monstrous evil to make the Bible 
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contradict the common sense and common consciousness of men ” (Comm. p. 
236). The view adopted by Hodge himself, with others of similar theological 
opinions, gives to the verb the meaning ‘‘ were accounted as sinners ;’’ that is, 
all men were regarded and treated as sinners on account of Adam’s offence, 
although they, in no actual sense, participated in it. He was their represen- 
tative, and they are subjected to penal evils because their representative sinned, 
This explanation is not only exposed to the objection that it contravenes our 
ordinary ideas of justice—an objection which, if not absolutely fatal, at least 
throws a strong presumption against it, andimpels us to search for some more 
reasonable account of the meaning—but is also inconsistent with the uni- 
versal sense of the verb [Gen. xliii. 9, xliv. 32; 1 Kings i. 21, the only pas- 
sages which are even claimed as exceptions, not being properly applicable 
to the case in hand], and is directly cortradicted by what is said in vv. 18, 
19. Dr. Shedd, who favors the view of actual participation, says of this mode 
of interpreting the words, ‘‘The clause is introduced to justify the infliction 
of death upon all men. But it makes an infliction more inexplicable, rather 
than less so, to say that it is visited upon those who did not commit the sin 
that caused the death, but were fictitiously and gratuitously regarded as if 
they had.” (Comm. on Rom. p. 125.) The reader may be referred to the 
commentaries of these two writers, opposing each other, for a satisfactory 
refutation of the views of both. We are led, accordingly, by the failure of 
the literal explanation, to ask for another. And here we notice that Paul 
repeatedly uses the aorist tense in a semi-figurative or figurative sense, in cases 
analogous to the present. In the next chapter, vv. 4, 6, 8, he says that he and 
his Christian readers were buried with Christ, that their old man was crucified 
with Him, that they died with Him. Gal. ii. 20, he declares that he had 
been crucified with Christ. In passages like these he does not mean that the 
Roman believer, who became a Christian perhaps many years after the death 
of Jesus, was actually put on the cross with Him and participated in His dy- 
ing. He means, simply, that by reason of his becoming a believer, and when- 
ever he does so, any person is, ipso facto, so closely united with Jesus that itis as 
if he had been actually placed upon His cross. In a similar sense, the posterity 
of Adam sinned in his sin. As their individual sins were, in some way, a 
consequence of his sinning, and his sin, thus, in some way set the course of 
things sin-ward, they are said—though having no actual share in the commit- 
ting of his act, and not born, even for many centuries after his time—to 
have sinned when he did. It is as if they had actually done so. That 
this mode of representing the matter was especially adapted to the case before 
us is clear from the fact that the object which the Apostle has in view is to 
compare Adam, and the results which flowed from his act, with Christ and 
those which are derived from Him. Here, therefore—beyond most other places 
in his letters—the impulse to centralize all in the two, in this figurative way, 
must have affected him. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews represents 
Levi as participating in Abraham’s payment of tithes to Melchizedek, since he 
was then in the loins of Abraham. Being a more careful writer, in such 
minor points, than Paul, and leaving less to be supplied by the reader’s mind, 
he adds to his statement that the sharing of the descendant in his ancestor's 
act was only a ‘‘so to speak” sharing. The participation of Adam's descend- 
ants in the committing of Adam’s sin was, after a similar sort, a figurative 
participation. 
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LIV. Ver. 12. 7japrov. 


So, likewise, Weiss ed. Mey., who properly says that the words cannot, unless 
arbitrarily, be understood of anything except the individual sins of individual 
men. Healso justly holdsthat, when interpreted in theright way, vv. 13, 14, 
which some commentators regard as favoring the other views, afford no such 
evidence as is claimed. In respect to the objection urged by Meyer (and by 
many writers who explain the verb here as referring to actual sinning in Adam, 
or as having the sense were regarded as sinners) against the reference to individual 
sins, that ‘all’ includes the millions of children who have died without commit- 
ting actual sin (i.e.in infancy), Weiss says that this objection overlooks the 
fact that Paul enters upon this whole matter only in order to develop the anal- 
ogy between Adam and Christ by showing that sin and death come from the 
‘former, as righteousness and life from the latter. As certainly, therefore, as 
the Apostle has in mind only such as are capable of appropriating to them- 
selves the salvation which is provided, so certainly he is thinking only of those 
in whose case actual sinning can be predicated. To these suggestions might 
well have been added that the right understanding of the word ail (see note 
viii.) as meaning all without national limitations, and not all without excep- 
tion of any individuals (even infants), deprives this objection of Meyer's of all 
force. The Apostle had no thought of the ‘ millions of young children” in 
what he here says of Adam and Christ. 


LY. Ver. 13. dype véuov. 


Weiss ed. Mey. holds that véuov of this verse means a law, but admits it to 
be evident that, in both instances of its occurrence, it designates not any law 
whatever (whether written or on the conscience), but one of the same char- 
acter with the Mosaic. He admits, also, that the period referred to is that 
which preceded the giving of the Mosaic law. The manifestly parallel expres- 
sion in ver. 14 (from Adam until Moses) makes this admission necessary, so far, 
at least, as the first instance is concerned. Not only this, it also shows that 
the probability is very stvong against the view of Weiss, and in favor of under- 
standing by aype vduov until the law (i.e. of Moses). A similar strong probabil- 
ity in the case of 7) dvto¢ vduov is indicated by the contrast between ver. 13b and 
ver. 14. But whatever may be said as to the possibility that the second véuou 
may mean any positive law, the connection of these verses and the Pauline 
usage everywhere renders it clear that it does not mean any law whatsoever— 
whether given by revelation or by the light of nature. 


LVI. Ver. 14. ét rode cuapraoavrac K.T.A. 


The view of Meyer is, that Paul had in his thought two classes of persons 
living between Adamand Moses—namely, those to whom positive divine com- 
mands were given, and those (the great majority indeed) to whom no such com- 
mandscame. The former class, in sinning, transgressed as Adam did; the 
latter did not sin in this way. Yet even over the latter death reigned. This 
view is a perfectly legitimate one, so far as the use of Kai is concerned ; but 
Weiss objects to it, with some reason, on the ground that the Apostle seems to 
characterize the entire ante-legal period as without positive law, and certainly 
the numbers who had such law were insignificant. The opinion that Paul re- 
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fers here to infants, which has been held by many in former times, is rightly 
rejected by almost all the best commentators of recent date (Meyer, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Godet, Alford, Weiss, and others). That there is no such 
reference is manifest, (a) from the fact that the words are not adapted to de- 
scribe infants. If infants actually participated in Adam’s sin, or were one with 
him, they are not those who did not sin after the likeness of his trangression ; 
(6) from the fact that, as the infants of the time indicated, differed, as to the 
matter under consideration, in no respect from all other infants, there could be 
no occasion for designating them as a class of persons of that period especially ; 
(c) from the fact that the reasoning of the Apostle in these verses (13, 14) 
neither requires nor is strengthened by such a reference ; (d) from the fact that 
the contrast between xapiéfaovg and duaptia indicates an intention on the part 
of the writer, in saying that these persons did not sin in the way of transgres- 
sion, to convey the idea that they did actually sin in some other way. But 
this is not true of infants. The words refer either to all, or (as Meyer says) 
to some men who lived in the ante-legal period, and they describe them as sin- 
ning against the law of nature, and not, as Adam did, against a revealed com- 
mand of God. More probably the reference is to all in those ages of the world. 


LVI. Ver. 15. aad’ oby &¢ 76 mapdtrwua x.7.A, 


That the Apostle turns aside, at this point, to introduce a parenthetical pas- 
sage, is evident. He takes up the thought of ver. 12 again in vv. 18,19. The 
design of vy. 15-17 is to show that the correspondence between Adam and 
Christ is not complete in every sense. The statement that it is not thus com- 
plete is made in ver. 15 a, and repeated, in substance, in ver. 16a. The proof 
of its truth is contained in 15) and 16). As the two verses are connected by 
xai, and as the language in the second clauses of the verses does not, necessarily 
or even probably, convey the same idea (as that of the first clauses does), we 
may hold that these second clauses are intended to indicate two points in 
which the exact correspondence fails. But, while we can proceed thus far 
with great confidence, the decision of the question as to what the two points 
are is a matter of much difficulty, and commentators have offered many expla- 
nations. The most satisfactory view is the following: that, in ver. 15, the 
difference in the character of the results is set forth—death in the one case, 
life in the other (cf. also ver. 17), and in ver. 16, the difference in the principles 
of the divine action, or, as it were, in the causes of the results—justice on the 
one hand, and superabounding mercy on the other. 


LVII. Ver, 16. é« moAAdv rapartopdror. 


These words have been erroneously translated by many writers, as if they 
followed d:xatwua, and the meaning were justification from many offences. The 
correspondence of the two clauses, on the other hand, clearly proves that they 
have the same relation to the thought which the words éé évé¢ have. As the 
latter expression qualifies the statement by pointing out the occasioning cause 
—the judgment (which might have been favorable or unfavorable), became as 
the result of one sin a condemnatory judgment ; so the former expression 
answers a similar purpose—the free gift (which might have been in one form 
or another), became, as the resuli of many offences, a gift of justification. The 
abounding of sins, which had put men beyond all possible hope of legal jus- 
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tification, was the occasioning cause of the introduction of the wonderful plan 
of forgiveness and salvation by faith, provided in Christ. 


LIX. Ver. 17. of tiv repicceiav—AauBavorrec. 


That of AauBdvovrec means, not those who believingly accept, but simply the 
recipients—the idea being rather of the more passive, than the more active 
reception—is proved by the parallelism in the expressions of this verse with 
those of ver. 15. The parallelism seems to be complete, excepting that what 
is made the subject in the first of the clauses in ver. 15 becomes the object 
(i.e, as involved in the predicate) here, and the predicate of ver. 15 the sub- 
ject here ; and, in the second clauses, the opposite change takes place. oi 
ToAAol aréOavoyv thus answers to 6 Odvaroc éBaciAevcev ; and so elc tode ToAAodC 
érepiocevoev corresponds with of tiv mepicceiay . . . AauBdvovrec. The AawSavew 
is that which is involved in the very fact of the repiocevewv, and not that which 
consists in a subjective and willing acceptance. The persons designated by of 
AauPdvovrec are the same with of woAdoi of vv. 15, 19, and the same with zavrec 
dvOpwrot of ver. 18. The subject treated of in this chapter is, not the mode 
of appropriating the justification provided in Christ, or the acceptance of it 
by faith on the part of the individual, but the happy results which belong to 
it as a system, as contrasted with the legal system. 


LX. Ver. 19. domep yap dia tH¢ mapakone K.T.A. 


It is evident that ver. 19 (yép) gives the ground and proof of the statement 
of ver. 18. Condemnation comes upon all men by means of one offence, 
because all men xatecrabyoav duaprwiAoi by means of the disobedience of the 
one. The verb kaficrdva: is used in only one other passage in the Pauline 
Epp. (Titus 1, 5), where it means fo appoint to office. This is the common sig- 
nification of the word in the N. T. It is used in this sense, however, only in 
cases where the meaning is plainly indicated by the thought. Here this mean- 
ing is altogether inappropriate. [The suggestion that to appoint is equivalent, 
in such a case, to to regard (Hodge), involves the confounding of two different 
notions.] We are turned, therefore, to another signification of thé word, of 
which we find instances both in the classics and in the N. T.—namely to make or 
render, in the active voice ; to become or be, in the passive (cf. James iii, 6, iv. 4; 
2 Pet. i. 8). This sense being given to the verb brings it into harmony with 
huaptov of ver. 12. The two verses, accordingly, declare that condemnation 
comes upon all by means of Adam’s sin, because all by means of his sin them- 
selves become sinners—the verbs being thrown into the past tense in the 
same manner, and for the same reason, as in ver. 12, The declaration of the 
Apostle, accordingly, is that the sin of Adam is the occasioning cause of the 
death of all, because, and by means of the fact that it is the occasioning cause 
of their sinning. A consequential relation between his sin and their sins is thus 
declared. But even here, where the matter is presented more fully than in 
the earlier part of the passage, this relation is not explained with definiteness 
as to its precise character. (See Note LI. above.) It will be noticed that the 
writer uses in every case (except ver. 16), either the instrumental dative or the 
instrumental preposition (dud) ; thus showing that his idea was of an occasioning 
as distinguished from an efficient cause. &, which can signify the former, is mani- 
festly to be explained by did, which cannot signify the latter. 
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LXI. Ver. 19. of roAAvi. 


That of moAdoi and mdvrec are co-extensive in meaning is placed beyond 
doubt by vv. 18,19. The former expression only brings out more definitely 
the contrast with the one. That the two expressions, as used on the two sides 
of the comparison, are equally universal, is clear from the entire passage. The 
idea that the all on the one side are all who belong to Christ as his chosen and 
willing followers, while the all on the other are all the posterity of Adam— 
and thus, in the former case, a more limited number is spoken of than in the 
latter—is without foundation. 


LX. Ver. 20. véuog 53 mapero7Abev. 


vduoc in this place, again, is made by Weiss ed. Mey. and others to mean 
a law, but yet one which corresponds in character with the Mosaic. The in- 
correctness of this view is indicated by two facts, which may be observed by 
the reader. (1) This verse is, in a sense, the foundation of the thought of the 
next two chapters. The Apostle, in the development of this thought, raises 
two questions, one in vi. 1, and the other in vii. 7. These two questions, as 
the language clearly indicates, are connected with and suggested by the words 
here employed : vi. 1, corresponding with the clause od . . . yapic, and vii. 7 
with véuog . . . mapadntwpua. In vii. 7 ff., however, the reference is confessedly 
to the Mosaic law (cf. also vii. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, of the next preceding passage). 
(2) The passage (Gal. iii. 19), which is more strikingly similar to this verse 
than any other in the Pauline Epp., and in which, as it can scarcely be ques- 
tioned, the Apostle had in mind a thought answering to that here expressed, 
has 6 véuoc, and certainly refers to the law of Moses. It may also be added 
that the connection of this verse with vv. 13, 14, where the words ‘‘ until 
Moses” show what law was under consideration, confirms the argument 
founded upon these two facts. 


LXII. Ver. 20. iva rAcovdoyn 7d Tapdrropa. 


The design or purpose here referred to is not the primary or chief design. 
The lawgiver gives the law that it may be obeyed, But itis a design, i.e. an 
intervening (Meyer) or intermediate, secondary, one. The law in its actual re- 
sults was, as it were, taken up into the Divine providential plan or arrangement, 
and made an occasion for the abounding of grace in the opening of the new 
way to justification and life. 
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CHAPTER VI. 


Ver, 1. ériéveouev] approved by Mill, Griesb. and others; adopted by 
Lachm. Tisch. and Fritzsche. The Recepla is éxievotuev, contrary to decisive 
evidence (A B D E F G, min.); also contrary to K P 8, min., which have 
éxiévowev. Brought into conformity with époiuev.—Ver. 11. After pév Elz. 
has elvac against preponderating evidence. Supplementary addition, which is 
also variously placed. Notwithstanding Tisch. (8) has adopted it, but before 
vexpovc, following BC &*. —76 kvpie 7udv also, which Elz. has after ’Ijcov, is, 
according to decisive testimony, not genuine (an ascetic addition). — Ver. 12. 
brak. taic éxi§. abtov] so also Lachm, and Tisch. following A B C* &, min., 
and most vss. and Fathers. DEF G Clar. Boern. Iren. Tert. Vict. tunun., 
have jraxotvewv ait. Preferred by Rinck, and adopted by Scholzand Fritzsche. 
The reading of Elz. : ixax, airq év raic éri9. aitod has least evidence. The 
most strongly attested imax. taic é718. abvrod appears to have been the original. 
From it the dra. air7 arose through ait7 being marginally annexed to rai¢ 
éri0. air. as a gloss, to render it apparent, that in the case of the lusts of the 
body the duapria (original sin) was to be understood. This gloss was adopted 
partly instead of rt. éri9. aitod (So trax. ait7 arose); and partly along with r. 
éx.0, abtov, Which latter course occasioned a connecting é»,and gave rise to 
the Recepta. — Ver. 15. dwaptjocouev] A BC DE KL PS, min. and Clem. 
have duaptyoouev. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and 
Fritzsche, and rightly on account of the decisive evidence in its favour. — Ver. 
21.76 ydp réAoc] Lachm. reads 76 pév yap réAo¢ in agreement with B D*¥ EF G@ &8* 
§ 73, Syr. p. Theodoret. Rightly: how easily might the uév solitarium be lost 
under the hands of unskilled copyists! Comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 313 
[E. T. p. 365.] 


Chs. vi.—viii. Moral results from the dixaoctvy Ocov.' Chapter vi. shows 
how it, so far from furthering immorality, on the contrary excludes the lat- 
ter from the Christian state, and for the first time rightly establishes, pro- 
motes, and quickens true morality. Chap. vii. shows the same in relation 
to the law ; and ch. viii. sets forth the blessed condition of those who as 
justified are morally free. [See Note LXIV. p. 252.] 

Ch. vi. 1-14. Continuance in sin in order that grace may abound—that is a 
thing utterly opposed to the fellowship with Christ, into which we are brought by 
baptism ; for we wre thereby rendered dead unto sin, and translated into a new 


1Thus Paul certainly passes over from _as unnecessary, but as the contrast to the 
the field of the gaining salvation to that of state of grace (ver. 14 f.); and ch. vii. is oc- 
its moral preservation ; but not, as Th. cupied with something far loftier than its 
Schott thinks, with a view to show the non- non-necessity. Of the justification of his 
necessity of the law for the latterand soto apostolic working among the Gentiles, and 
Justify his acting as Apostle to the Gentiles. of its bearing on the law, the Apostle says 
In ch. vi. the law in fact is mentioned not nothing. 
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moral life. Correspond therefore (vv. 12-14) to this new relation (your ideal, 
ver. 14) by your conduct. 

Ver. 1. Oiv] In consequence of what is contained in v. 20, 21. — With 
éxipévauev k.t.A, Only Paul proposes to himself, as a possible inference from 
what he had just said ‘‘de pleonasmo gratiae” (Bengel), the problem, whose 
solution in the negative was now to be his further theme—a theme in itself 
of so decisive an importance, that it does not require the assumption of a Jew- 
ish- Christian church (Mangold) to make it intelligible. On the introduction 
in interrogative form by ré obv épovuev, comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 346 

ri obv gnut dev ;). As however the ‘‘ what shall we say then ?” inquires after 

a mazim in some sort of way to be inferred, the deliberative ‘‘ shall we con- 
tinue ete. ?” could at once follow directly, without any need for supplying 
before it a repeated épotmev, or pu) épodmev or1, and for taking émimévoyev in a 
hortatory sense (van Hengel, Hofmann). 
sin, not to cease from it. Comp. xi. 22 f.; Col. i. 23; 1 Tim. iv. 16 ; Acts 
xii, 43 ; Xen. Hell. iii. 4, 6 ; Oec. 14, 7: éepéverv 7H pup aduxeiv. 

Ver. 2. M7 yévorro] Let it not be (see on iii. 4), namely, that we continue in 
sin. —oizwvec| as those who, contains the reason (of the ré¢ ér x.7.2.). See 
oni. 25. The relative clause is put first with rhetorical emphasis, in order 
at once to make the absurdity of the maxim plainly apparent.’— dareOdv. r. 
duapt.|. [See Note LXY. p. 252.] The dying to sin, which took place by 
baptism (see ver. 3), is the abandonment of all life-communion with it experi- 
enced in himself by the convert (Col. ii. 20; Gal. ii. 19, vi. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 
24). Comp. Theodoret : yprAfnc, dycl, tv duaptiav Kat vexpd¢ avtH yéyovac. 
This moral change, which has taken place in him, has put an end to the de- 
termining influence of sin over him ; in relation to it he has ceased to be stall 
in life. Similar is the Platonic conception in Macrob. Somn. Seip. i. 13 : 
“(mori etiam dicitur, cum anima adhuc in corpore constituta corporeas ille- 
cebras philosophia docente contemnit et cupiditatum dulces insidias reli- 
quasque omnes exuit passiones.” Michaelis, Cramer, Storr, Flatt, Nitzsch 
(de diser. revelat. etc. TI. p. 288) take the sense to be : we who on account of 
sin have died (with Christ), z.e. who have to regard ourselves as if, on ac- 
count of sin (or Nitzsch: ‘‘ad eripiendam peccati vim mortiferam”), we 
had ourselves endured what Christ suffered. But in this view the main 
point ‘‘ ith Christ” is arbitrarily imported ; and see ver. 11. — ec} denotes. 
the possibility which is negatived by the question. The having died to sin, 
and the living in it (as the life-element, comp. Gal. ii. 20), are mutually ex-. 
clusive. — C/copev] purely future. How is it possible that we shall be living’ 
in it (in its fellowship) still (ér:), namely, at any future time whatever: 
after the occurrence of that arefévousv ? The very weakly attested reading 
preferred by Hofmann, ¢/cwpev, is only a case of mechanical conformity with 


émiéveww TH auapt., to continue in 


éxiuéveouev in ver. 1. = 
Ver. 3. *H] or, if this (ver. 2) should still appear doubtful.” Comp. vii. 1. 
—dyvocite] presupposes an acquaintance with the moral nature of baptism ;, 


1 Comp. Kiihner, II. 5, p. 1104; Bernhardy, 2 See Hartung, Partikell. I. p.61; Baeum-- 
p. 299. lein, Partik. p. 182, 
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{ 
it must in fact have been an experimental acquaintance. With this 
knowledge, how absurd would be that Cfcouev év airy ! Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 2. 
— boo] all we who, not stronger than oitwec, but put differently ; not char- 
acterizing, but designating the whole collectively. — éBanricbjpev eic X. I. cig 
tov Oav K.7.2.] we, who were baptized in reference to Christ Jesus* (we who 
through baptism became those specifically belonging to Him), were baptized 
in reference to His death ; i.e. we were brought through our baptism into the 
fellowship of His death ; so that we have a real share ethically in His death, 
through the cessation of all our life for sin. Theodore of Mopsuestia : 76 
Baxriopa Kowwwvor¢ rovei tov Oavdrov tov Xpiorov. Ambrosiaster : ‘‘cum bap- 
tizamur, commorimur Christo ;” Bengel : ‘‘perinde est, ac si eo momento 
Christus pro tali homine, et talis homo pro Christo pateretur, moreretur, 
sepeliretur.” This interpretation, namely of the spiritual fellowship produc- 
ed through baptism (prepared for by the repentance and zicric that preceded 
baptism, accomplished by the baptism itself, Gal. iii. 27 ; Col. ii. 11 f. ; Tit. ii. 
5), is required: by the context in ver. 2 (areBdvoyev), ver. 4 (cuverddnuev) and ver. 
5f. Itis therefore not the idea of imitation (Reiche, Kéllner, following Grotius 
and others), but that of the dying along with (cvcravpoiofa:, ver. 6 ; Gal. ii. 
20 ; comp. 2 Cor. v. 14) unto which, 7.¢. in order to the accomplishment of 
which in us, we were baptized. The efficient cause of this fellowship of 
death is the divine grace, which forgives sin and grants the Holy Spirit to 
him who becomes baptized ; the means of this grace is baptism itself ; the 
appropriating cause is faith, and the causa meritoria the death of Christ.? 
Observe here also, however, that the spheres of justification and ganctification 
are not intermixed. The justified person becomes sanctified, not the converse. 
In baptism man receives forgiveness of sins through faith (comp. Acts ii. 38, 
xxii. 16); justified by which he also becomes partaker of the virtue of the 
Holy Spirit in the sacrament unto new life (Tit. iii. 5). ‘‘ Liberationem a 
reatu peccati vel justificationem consequitur liberatio a dominio peccati, ut 
justificati non vivant peccato, sed peccato mortui Domino,” Calovius. Com- 
pare areAotoacbe, yyido0nre 1 Cor. vi. 11, and the remarks thereon. The Jat- 
ter is the fellowship in dying and living with Christ, which is accomplished 


1 Banrigew eis never means anything else 13)—but is based simply on the ethical con- 


than to baptize in reference to, in respect to ; 
and the more special definitions of its im- 
port are furnished simply by the context. 
Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 19; 1 Cor. x. 2; Gal. 
iii. 27.—On «is X. Incodv comp. Acts ii. 38, 
viii. 16, xix. 5. Undoubtedly the name 
“ Jesus’ was named in baptizing. But the 
conception of becoming immersed into Christ 
-(in Riickert and others, and again in Weiss, 
bibl. Theol. p. 843) is to be set aside, and is 
not to be supported by the figurative ex- 
pression in Gal. iii. 27. The mystic char- 
acter of our passage is not produced by so 
vague a sensuous conception,—which more- 
over has all the passages against itin which 
Barrigev is coupled with s6voua (Matt. 
XXVili. 19; Acts ii. 38, x. 48, xix. 5; 1 Cor. i. 


‘sciousness of that intimate appertaining to 
Christ, into which baptism translates its re- 
cipients. 

2 Namely as the atoning death (v. 6, 19, 21), 
the appropriation of which shall be at- 
tended with the saving effect of a new life 
belonging to Him, 2 Cor. y. 14,15. If this 
death thus becomes ‘‘ the end, once for all ex- 
istent, of the relation of the world to God as 
determined by sin’? (Hofmann), that is the 
divinely willed ethical result, which faith ob- 
tains from the t‘Aacrypcrov, inasmuch as the 
believer realizes his being dead to the 
power of sin with Christ, who in His expia- 
tory death underwent the killing power of 
sin and therewith died to that power (vy. 
9, 10). Comp. ver. 10 f, 
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in baptism by the operation of the Spirit ; see on Gal. ili. 27; 1 Cor. xii. 
13 ; Acts xix. 2f.; Weiss, ibl.. Theol. p. 845 f. But it is of course obvious 
that the idea of the baptism of children was wholly foreign to this view of 
the Apostle based on experience. 

Ver, 4. An inference from ver. 3, by which the impossibility indicated in 
ver. 2 is now made completely evident. — Buried with Him therefore (not 
merely dead with Him, but, as the dead Christ was buried in order to rise 
again, buried with Him also) were we, in that we were baptized into His death. 
[See Note LXVI. p. 252.] The recipient of baptism, who by his baptism 
enters into the fellowship of death with Christ, is necessarily also in the act 
of baptism ethically buried with Him (1 Cor. xv. 4), because after baptism — 
he is spiritually risen with Him. In reality this burial with Him is not a, 
moral fact distinct from the having gdied with Him, as actual burial is dis- 
tinct from actual dying ; but it sets forth the fulness and completeness of 
the relation, of which the recipient, in accordance with the form of baptism, 
so far as the latter takes place through karddvove and avadvoie (see Suicer, 
Thes.), becomes conscious successively. The recipient—thus has Paul figura- 
tively represented the process—is conscious, (@) in the baptism generally : 
now am I entering into fellowship with the death of Christ, cic tov Odvarov 
aitov Bartifouar ; (0) in the immersion in particular: now am I becoming 
buried with Christ ; (c) and then, in the emergence : now I rise to the new 
life with Christ. Comp. on Col. ii. 12. —éic¢ rév Odvarov] is necessarily, after 
ver. 3, to be joined with dvd rov Barricu., in which case, since one can say 
Barrivecbac cic tt, the connecting article was not required (comp. on Gal. iii. 
26 ; Eph. iii. 13) ; consequently : through baptism unto death. Itis not how- 
ever specially the death of Christ that is again meant, as if ai7é were again an- 
nexed ; but the description is generalized, agreeably to the context, in a way 
that could not be misunderstood. Whosoever, namely, as Paul has just set 
forth in ver. 3, has been baptized unto the death of Christ, has in fact thereby 
received baptism wnto death ; i.e. sacha baptism that, taken away by it from 
his previous vital activity, he has become one belonging to death, one who 
has fallen under its sway. This however is just that relation of moral death, 
which, in the concrete, is the fellowship of the death of Christ. The con- 
nection with cvverd¢., in which cic r. Oavarov is sometimes referred to the - 
death of Christ (Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusius), and sometimes to the death 
of sin (Calovius, Wolf, Winzer, Progr. 1881), is erroneous, for this reason, 
that whosoever is buried does not come into death, but 2s in it already ; and 
hence ‘‘ The becoming buried into death” would yield quite an incongruous 
conception. This also applies against the expedient tried by Hofmann of 
making @dévaroc here the death-state of Christ, unto which we were given up. 
Even in this view that incongruity continues :' but after ver. 3 @avaroc can 


1 This cannot be got rid of by any artifi- 
cial turns (like that of Hofmann: “ His 
burial removed Him from the sphere of sin 
expiated through His death . . . . whereby 
His existence in the world of sin came loa 
complete close”). Certainly the Sdvaros of 


the Lord, even regarded as a state, oc- 
curred at that great moment when He cries 
His reréAcorat and departs; and in nowise 
has He been ¢ranslated into the davaros 
through His burial. 


232 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


only be again death simply, not state of death (asif Paul could not have con- 
veyed that sense by ele 7d evqpeiov, or ei¢ Tove vexpovc, or in some other suitable 
way). Observe, moreover, how Paul here also, since he has the bodily res- 
urrection of Christ in view,’ mentions specially the correlative of the burial 
that preceded it. Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 4. — iva] purpose of the ovveragnyev 
. .. . bévarov, and this statement of purpose has the chief importance, cor- 
responding to the mie ére Choopev év avTy in ver. 2. — dia tHe O6&. T. ratpéc] 
through the majesty of the Father was the resurrection of Christ brought 
about. The dééa, 123, the glorious collective perfection of God, certainly 
effected the raising of Jesus chiefly as omnipotence (1 Cor. vi. 14 ; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 4; Eph. i. 19 f.) ; but the comprehensive significance of the word— 
selected with conscious solemnity, and in highest accordance with the glo- 
rious victory of the Son—is not to be“curtailed on that account (in opposi- 
tion to Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius, and earlier expositors). According to 
the invariable representation of the N. T. God is the raiser of Jesus (iv. 24, 
viii. 11; Acts il. 24, 31 ff. et al. ; see on Johni. 19); but yet the dééa of 
God does not in this case any more than elsewhere in the N. T. denote 
God Himself.2 Erroneously however Theodoret, Theophylact, and several 
Fathers explain: dua r. dd& +. matp., tovréote dua tHE olKeiacg OedtaTo¢. Lin- 
guistic usage admits as in itself allowable the view of Castalio and Carpzov : 
‘Cin paterna gloria resurrexit,” so that 6:4 would be used of the state ; to- 
which also van Hengel inclines. But, had Paul desired to expressa relation 
corresponding to the év «av. ¢. in the apodosis, he must have inserted év 
also ; since the conception of the raising of Jesus through the Father was 
one of so solemn importance, and all the more appropriate here, since 
believers also owe their moral resurrection-life to the Father of Christ (Eph. 
ii. 10 al.) ; it is in fact the life of regeneration. Besides, the paterna gloria 
was attained by Christ only through His ascension. See on Luke xxiv. 26. 
—év xawéryre Cope] in a new (moral) constitution of Vi fe ;* a stronger way of 
bringing out the idea of kawérye, than év Com xacvm would be, for which it 
does not stand (in opposition to Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others). See 
Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 286].. Comp. vii. 6. According to van Hengel fwic 
is the genitive of apposition: ‘‘in novo rerum statu, gui vita est.” But this 
qué vita est is self-evident ; and therefore the emphasis must remain upon 
xawérntt. This newness is the ethical analogue of the new state in which 
Christ was alive from the dead, conceived in contrast to the radaéry¢ which 
prevailed prior to baptism. Comp. ver. 8. 

Ver. 5. Confirmatory elucidation (y4p) of the previous iva orep «.t.A. — 


1 4.e, His resurrection as respects the buried body. Thus the resurrection of Jesus 
body ; so that the latter no longer remained = would _ be nothing else than the change of 
in the grave, but came forth thence living body that took place in death. 
and immortal. That the body of Christ 2 Langer, Judenth. in Paldst. p. 210 ff. 
“vanished” and “made room” for a new 3 rhv Kawhv moAtteiay THY KaTa TOY mapovTa 
pneumatic body (Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul u. Biov, éx Tis TOY TpérwY yevomevny. “Orov yap o 
Petr. p. 133), is an unsuitable conception, — médpvos yevnrat cddpwv Kat 6 TAECOVEKTHS EACH MwY 
seeing that the pneumatic body must neces- — kai 6 tpaxvs Huepos, Kal évTadda dvdcraccs yé- 
sarily have been assumed even in death, yovev, Chrysostom. 
and independently of the burial of the old 
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ciupvroc, Which in classic authors usually means innate, naturally belonging to 
(see the passages from Plato in Ast, Zev. II. p. 313, Eur. Andr. 955 ; comp. 
2 Mace. iii, 22), is here grown together (Theophr. de caus. plant. v. 5, 2; 
LXX. Zech. xi. 2; Amos ix. 14). This figurative expression represents the 
most intimate union of being, like our coalescent with anything (qui or quod 
coaluit cum aliqua re).’ In the classics cuuduf¢ is the more usual form for 
this idea, especially with yiveofar.* Hence : For, if we have become (through 
baptism, vv. 3, 4) such as are grown together with that which is the likeness of 
ITis death (comp. on i. 23), 7.e. persons, to whose nature it inseparably be- 
longs to present in themselves that which resembles His death, so also shall 
ave be grown together with the likeness of His resurrection. On 6uoiwua comp. i. 
23, v. 14, vil. 38. The rendering of cipdvtoe by complantati (Vulgate, 
Luther), in connection with which Chrysostom, Origen, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, Theodoret, Theophylact, Beza, and others explain the figure of the 
plant by the fruits of the ethical burial, is linguistically incorrect, as if the 
word came not from cuudiw, but from cuudvreto.* The interpretation en- 
grafted (Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Cornelius & Lapide, Klee) is likewise with- 
out linguistic evidence, and does not suit the abstract +6 éuovbwate. —rE 
6uolou. Tow Oavatov avrov] z.e. the condition corresponding in similarity of 
form to His death, which has specifically and indissolubly become ours. 
This ethical conformity with His death, however, the growing together with 
which took place through our baptism, is just that moral death to sin, vv. 
3, 4, in which the spiritual communion in death with Christ consists. —r. 
6u. T. 0. a. isto be joined with ciydvro (Vulgate, Chrysostom, Beza, Cal- 
vin, Estius, Koppe, Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche, Olshausen, de Wette, Phi- 
lippi, and others ; now including Hofmann). Others however take it as the 
dative of the instrument, and supply r@ Xpior@ to chuguta : ‘for, if we have 
entered into close union with Christ through the bpoiwpa of His death,” etc. So 
Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Flatt, Fritzsche, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, 
Baur, van Hengel, and Reithmayr ; also Weiss, bib/. T’heol. p. 344. Never- 
theless it is arbitrary to separate 6 du. from obyd. yey., seeing that it stands 
beside it and in a structural respect presents itself most naturally with it, 
and also as belonging to it yields a very appropriate sense ; and on the other 
hand to attach to ciud. a word which Paul has not put in, and which he 
must have put in, if he would not lead his readers astray. Still more mis- 
taken is the view of Bisping, that ciud. belongs to roi Oavar. adrov, and that 
T@ duolou. comes in between them instrumentally. Hofmann has rightly 
abandoned this tortuous interpretation, which he formerly followed.*— 
GAAa Kat] but also. 4424, for the speedy and more emphatic introduction of 
the contrasted element, as frequently also in the classics, at the head of the 
apodosis ; see on 1 Cor. iv. 15 ; Col. ii. 5. —rij¢ avaordcewc] cannot, in keep- 
ing with the protasis, depend directly. upon the ofugvroe to be again under- 


1 Plat. Phaedr. p. 246A; Aesch. Ag. and agvrevros, Xen, Cec. 20, 22. 
Klausen én Joc. p. 111. 4Comp. on the right connection Cyril, 
2 Plato, Soph. p. 247 D, Tim. p. 45 D, p. 88 Catech. iii. 12; and even Martyr. Ignat. 5: 
A; Plut. Lycurg. 25. uavrov . . . . ovudutov écdar THe TOV 
3Comp. ¢vtevtds, Plat. Rep. p. 510 A, Savarov avrTov Omormpart. 
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stood (Erasmus, Calvin, and others ; including Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette, 
and Krehl), but only upon the 76 éuocdpars to be supplied (Beza, Grotius, © 
Estius, and many others ; including Winzer, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Maier, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, van Hengel, and Hofmann), so that when 
completed it would run : aAAd cai r@ duoviparte Tig avacraceuc avrov obugvtot 
écduea. The former view is indeed likewise unobjectionable grammatically, 
for obu@vros may also stand with the genitive ;* but the latter is suggested 
by the context, and presents itself easily enough and without harshness. 
Further, it is self-evident, after ver. 4, that in r. avacr. we are not to think 
of the resurrection of our body (Tertullian, Chrysostom, Ambrosiaster, 
Oecumenius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and others ; comp. also Ewald), or of this 
as included (Koppe and Klee). — écéue6a] receives its only correct interpreta- 
tion from its relation to, and bearing on, the clause expressive of the 
purpose, iva... . év xawv. ¢. wepex. in ver. 4, according to which it must 
express the necessarily certain.? Compare mac éte Gyoowev ver. 2. The 
sense of willing (‘‘ut reviviscamus curabimus,” Fritzsche) is not suggested 
by the connection ; nor is that of a swmmons (Olshausen, Riickert, and 
older expositors) ; but it is rather the expression of what shall certainly be 
the case, as the consequence of the oiyuduros yeyov. TO 6uotdu, Tov Oavarov aiTow 
assumed as real in the protasis ; it cannot be otherwise ; with the having 
become obudvroe this géoec0ac is given ; with that fact having begun and taken 
place is posited this further development, which necessarily attaches itself 
thereto. 

Ver. 6. Tovro ywéoxovrec| Definition to ri¢ avacrdc. éodueba, Which objective 
relation is confirmed by the corresponding experimental conscious knowledge 
(comp. eidérec In ver. 9) : since we know this ; not a mere continuation of the 
construction instead of «. rodto ywdoxouev (Philippi), as the participle is 
never so used, not even in ch. ii. 4; nor yet to be conceived as zn the train 
of the éodue0a (Hofmann), as if Paul had expressed himself by some such 
word as ore, or with the telic infinitive (yrévar). Respecting rovro see on ch. 
ii. 8. — 6 rad. ju. dvOp.] i.e. owr old ego—our personality in its entire sinful 
condition before regeneration (John iii. 3 ; Tit. iii. 5). Comp. Eph. iv. 22 ; 
Col. iii. 9. From the standpoint of the xauvéry¢ rvetwaroc, constituting the 
Christian self-consciousness, the Christian sees his pre-Christian ethical per- 
sonality as his old self no longer to be found in life, as the person which he 
had formerly been. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 173; Eph. ii, 10. —ocuvecravpd6y] 
namely, when we were baptized and thereby transplanted into the fellowship 
of death, See on vv. 8, 4, This special expression of the being killed with 
Him is selected simply because Christ was slain on the cross ; not as Grotius 
and others, including Olshausen, hold : ‘quia sicut per erucem non sine 
gravt dolore ad exitum pervenitur, ita illa natura (the old man) sine dolore 
non extinguitur.” Compare Umbreit. The simple tva xarapy. is not atall in 
Keeping with this far-fetched reference, which is not supported by Gal. 
ii. 19 f. ; but just as little with the reference to the disgrace of crucifixion 


1 Plat. Phil. p. 51 D, Def. p. 418 C, Bern- ? Matthiae, p. 1122; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 148, 
hardy, p. 171. ed. 2. 
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(Hofmann). —iva xatapy.] Design of the 6 rad. au. dvOp. ovveor. : in order 
that the body of sin might-be destroyed, i.e. the body belonging to the power of sin, 
ruled by sin.’ [See Note LXVII. p. 258.] Comp. vii. 24. The old man 
had such a body ; and this cdua was to be destroyed, put out of existence 
by the crucifixion with Christ ; consequently not the body in itself, but in 
so far asit is the sin-body, becoming determined by sin in its expressions 
of life to sinful rpdgeox (viii. 138). The propriety of this interpretation 
appears from vv. 7, 12, 13, 23. Comp. on Col. ii. 11. If we explain it 
merely of ‘‘ the body as seat or organ of sin,” the idea would not in itself be 
un-Pauline, as Reiche thinks ; for the céua would in fact appear not as the 
soliciting agent of sin (not as the cap), but as its vehicle, in itself morally 
indifferent, but serving sin as the organic instrument of its vital activity 
(see Stirm in the TViibing. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 1834, 3, p. 10 ff.) ; but xarap- 
ynOj is decisive against this view. For this could neither mean destroyed, 
annihilated, because in fact even the body of the regenerate is a copa rt. 
duaptiac in the sense assumed (ver. 12) ; nor even evacuaretur (Tertullian, 
Augustine), rendered inactive, inoperative, partly. because then the idea of 
oap& would be assigned to cdua, and partly because it is only the conception 
of the destruction of the body which corresponds to the conception of cruci- 
fixion. Others take the corpus peccati jiguratively ; either so, that sin is 
conceived wnder the sigure of a body with significant reference to its being 
crucified (so Fathers in Suicer, Tes. II. p. 1215, Piscator, Pareus, Castalio, 
Hammond, Homberg, Caloyius, Koppe, Flatt, and Olshausen ; also Reiche, 
conceiving sin asa monster) ; or, similarly to this mode of apprehending it, 
in such a way as to find the sense: ‘‘the mass of sin,” thv ard TOv dcapopov 
pepav rovnplac ovyKeyévyv ... . . kaxiav, Chrysostom. So Ambrosiaster, 
Pseudo-Hieronymus, Theophylact, Erasmus, Cornelius & Lapide, Grotius, 
Estius, Reithmayr, and others ; so also Calvin, who however takes the 
corpus peccati as a designation of the natural man itself, which is a massa, 
ex peccato conflata. Philippi also ultimately comes to the massa peceati, 
which is conceived as an organism having members, as caua ; so likewise 
Jatho and Julius Miiller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 460, ed. 5 ; also Baur (‘‘as it 
were the substance of sin”). But all these interpretations are at variance 
partly with the Pauline wsus loguendi in general, and partly with ver. 12 in 
particular, where év 76 6vyr@ bu. oduate by its reference to our passage con- 
firms our view of the cdua. The right view is held substantially by Theo- 
doret, Theophylact 2, Bengel, and others, including Tholuck, Kéllner, de 
Wette, Riickert, Fritzsche, Maier, Nielsen, Hofmann, and Weiss ; whereas 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and also Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 113, convert 
capa into the idea of state of life. — tov pnxére Sova. x.7.2.] ‘ finem abolitionis 
notat,” Calvin. The sin, which is committed, is conceived as a ruler to 
whom service is rendered. Sce John viii. 34. 

Ver. 7. Establishment of the tov pjxére dova. ju. 7H. du. by the general prop- 
osition : whosoever is dead, is acquitted from sin. — 6 arofav.] is explained by 

1JItis self-evident that Paul might have saying ris auaprias. He might even have 
said also 7d Ga THs capKos, as in Col, ii. 11. written merely » cdpé, but To céna was 


But his whole theme (ver. 1) suggested his given in the immediate context (cvvecravp.). 
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many of ethical death. So Erasmus, Calovius, Homberg, Bengel, and others, 
including Koppe, Flatt, Gléckler, Olshausen, Tholuck (who regards sin as 
creditor), de Wette (‘‘whosoever has died to sin, he—alone—is acquitted 
from sin”), Rothe, Krehl, Philippi (whosoever is ethically dead, over him 
has sin lost its right to impeach and to control, just as Bengel explains it), 
also van Hengel, Jatho, and Mircker. But neither the nature of the general 
proposition, which forms in fact the major premiss in the argument, and of 
which only the application is to be made (in the minor proposition) to ethi- 
cal dying ; nor the tawtological relation, which would result between subject 
and predicate, can permit this explanation. The conception of ethical dying 
recurs only in the sequel, and hence civ Xpior is added to axefavouev in ver. 
8, so that Paul in this development of his views draws a sharp distinction 
between the being dead in the spiritual (vv. 6, 8) and in the ordinary sense. 
We must therefore explain ver. 7 as a general proposition regarding death 
in the ordinary sense, and consequently regarding physical death (so rightly 
Hofmann), but not specially of the death by erecution, through which sin is 
expiated (Alethaeus, Wolf, and others : with this view they compare deduk., 
the juristic expression : he is justified ; see Michaelis’ note) ; for any such 
peculiar reference of the still wholly unrestricted azofavérv is forbidden by 
the very generality of the proposition, although for dedckaiwras passages might 
be cited like Plat. Legg. II. p. 934B; Aristot. Hth. v. 9. —dedux. axd tr. du. } 
[See Note LXVIII. p. 258.] ‘‘ The dead person is made just from sin,” t.e. he 
is in point of fact justified and acquitted from sin, he is placed by death in 
the position of a dixacoc, who is such thenceforth ; not as if he were now 
absolved from and rid of the guilt of his sins committed in life, but in so 
Sar as the dead person sins no more, no longer doviebe: TH duaptia, from whose 
power, as from a legal claim urged against him during his life in the body, 
he has been actually released by death as through a decree of acquittal.? 
Just for this reason has Paul added ard rie duapriag (comp. Acts xiii. 38 ; 
Eccles. xxvi. 29; Test. XII. patr. p. 541), which would have been quite 
superfluous, had he taken dedixaiorar justus constitutus est, in the dogmatic 
sense of his doctrine of justification. The proposition itself, moreover, is an 
axiom of the popular traditional mode of view, which Paul uses for his purpose 
as admitted. This axiom has also its relative truth, and that partly in so far 
as the dead person has put off the caua tH¢ capxée With which he committed 
his sins (Col. ii. 11), partly in so far as with death the dominion of law over 
the man ceases (vil. 1), and partly in so far as in death all the relations are 
dissolved which supplied in life the objects of sinning.* For the discussion 
of the question as to the absolute truth of the proposition, in its connection 


1 Comp. Késtlin in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche 
Theol. 1856, p. 98 f.; Th. Schott, p. 260, and 
Hofmann; also Baur, newt. Theol. p. 161 f.; 
Delitzsch, Illustrations to his Hebrew ver- 
sion, p. 84. 


xe(wevos. Theodoret : ris yap éSedoaro mémore 
vexpov ¥ ‘yduov adAdtprov SdiopvtrovtTa, F 
Miarbovia Tas xelpas dowitrovTa k.T.A. Me- 
lanchthon compares the proverb : vexpds od 
Saxvet, Beza the saying of Anacreon :6 vexpds 


2 The Greek expositors—who already give 
substantially our explanation—have con- 
fined themselves to this point. Chrysostom : 
aryAdaktat Td dourdy ToD apapTdvew vexpods 


ovK émudvuet, Grotius that of Aeschylus: 
ovdév GAyos amrerat vexpav, Comp. Soph. 0. C. 
955. 
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with Biblical anthropology and eschatology, there was no occasion at all 
here,* where it is only used as an auxiliary clause, and ex concesso. Comp. 
1 Pet. iv. 1. Usteri mistakenly explains it : by death man has suffered the 
punishment, and thus expiated his guilt. For that Paul does not here ex- 
press the Jewish dogma: ‘death as the punishment for sin expiates the 
guilt of sin” (see Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. Il. p. 288 f.) is proved 
partly by the irrelevancy of such a sense to the context (yép) ; and partly 
by its inconsistency with the doctrines of the Apostle as to justification by 
faith and as to the judgment, according to which death cannot set free from 
the guilt-obligation of sin. Ewald makes a new idea be brought in at ver. 
7: ‘Even in common life, in the case of one who is dead, the sins of his 
previous life cannot be further prosecuted and punished, he passes for justi- 
fied and acquitted of sin... . ; if in addition sin as a power has been bro- 
ken by Christ (ver. 9 f.), then we may assuredly believe,” etc., ver. 8. But 
yap in ver. 7 indicates its connection with what goes before, so that it is only 
with the dé in ver. 8 that a new thought is introduced. Besides, we should 
expect, in the case of the assumed course of thought, an ody instead of the 
dé in ver. 8. Finally, it is not clear how that rule of common law was to 
serve as a joint ground for the faith of becoming alive with Christ. 

Ver. 8 f. Carrying onward the discussion by the metabatic dé; and there- 
by passing from the negative side of the having died with Christ as proved 
in personal consciousness (roi'to yivdckorrec, ver. 6) in. vv. 6, 7, to its positive 
side, which is likewise exhibited as based on the consciousness of faith 
(xcoretouev). ‘' But if we have died (according to vv. 6, 7) with Christ, we 
believe that we shall also live with Him, since we know,” etc. ete. — mioret- 
owev] expresses, not confidence in the divine aid (Fritzsche), or in the divine 
promise (Baumgarten-Crusius), or in God not leaving His work of grace in 
us unfinished (Philippi) ; but simply the being convinced of our ovlqoopev avT@ 5 
in so far, namely, as the having died with Christ is, seeing that He has 
risen and dieth no more, in the consciousness of faith the necessary premiss, 
and thus the ground for belief as to our becoming alive with Him. If the 
former, the drec$dvouev odv Xpicré, be true, we cannot doubt the latter. — 
ovthoouev abt] must necessarily be understood, in accordance with the pre- 
ceding and following context (ver. 11), of the ethical participation in the 
new everlasting life of Christ. Whosoever has died with Christ is now also 
‘of the belief that his life, ¢.e. the positive active side of his moral being and 
nature, shall be a fellowship of life with the exalted Christ ; that is, shall 
be able to be nothing else than this. This communion of life is the év 
Xpiorg and Xpiorodv év juiv elvac. In the full consciousness of it Paul says : 60 
d8 obxére éyd, Ch 62 év éuol Xpiordc (Gal. ii. 20), At the same time it is not 
to be explained as if an dei or the like stood beside cutfoouev (without fall- 
ing away), as is done by Tholuck ; compare Theophylact. Others, in 
opposition to the context, hold that what is meant is the future participa- 
tion of Christians in the bliss of the glorified Saviour (Flatt, Reiche, Maier, 


1 Compare Melanchthon: ‘‘Ceterum hoe omni aeternitate horribilia peccata facere, 
sciamus, diabolos et omnes damnatos in quia sine fine irascuntur Deo,” ete. 
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following Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, and Heumann) ; and 
others still, at variance alike with the definiteness and unity of the sense, 
interpret it of the earthly moral and the eternal blessed life together (Sebas- 
tian Schmid, Béhme, Rosenmiiller ; and not rejected by de Wette). The 
reference or joint-reference to the future glory is not required either by the 
future, which, on the contrary, demands the same rendering exactly as 
éodueba in ver. 5, nor by miorebouev (see above). —iedérec, brz k.7.2.] since we 
know, that, etc. Were we, namely, obliged to fear that Christ is still sub- 
ject to the power of death,’ that His life is not a perfected life, in that case 
we should lack the adequate secure ground of faith for that micretouev K.T.A. 
The being assured that Christ liveth eternally and dieth no more (Acts xiii. 
34), lends to our faith in our own moral communion of life with Him its 
basis and firm footing ; without that knowledge this faith would be want- 
ing in that which gives it legitimacy and guarantee. For who can cherish 
the conviction that he stands in that holy communion of resurrection-life 
with Christ, if he should be compelled to doubt whether his Lord, though 
indeed risen, might not again fall a victim to death? This thought would 
only keep us aloof from that faith and make it a moral impossibility for us, 
since it would set before us the prospect of a similar perishing of the new 
life which we had gained, Hofmann, who makes a new sentence begin with 
etdérec, which is to continue till ver. 11, might have been warned against 
doing so by the absence of a particle (oty) ; and should have been decisively 
precluded from it by the tortuous way in which, if ver. 10 is set aside ina 
parenthesis, it is necessary to obtain a forced regimen for the passage. — 
Oavarog avtod ovKéte kvp.] NO longer dependent on é7z, but an independent and 
therefore all the more emphatic repetition of the important thought : death 
is no longer Lord over Him, has no more power over Him, such asit once had 
at the crucifixion. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 25. 

Ver. 10. Proof of the @dvatog aitod obxére kvpieter.2— yap axéOave] 6 is in 
any case the accusative of the object. But whether Paul conceived it as : 
Sor as to what concerns His death (see Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 34 ; Frotscher 
and Breitenbach, ad Xen. Hier. 6, 12 ; Matthiae, p. 1063), or what, i.e. the 
death which He died (so Riickert, Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi ; see Bern- 
hardy, p. 106 f.; comp. on Gal. ii. 20) cannot be determined, since both 
renderings suit the correct interpretation of what follows. Yet the latter, 
analogous to the expression @évaroy @aveiv, is to be preferred as the more 
simple, and as uniform with Gal. ii. 20.—+r duapria d7é0.] the relation of 
the dative is to be determined from vexpode ry du. in ver. 11 ; therefore it 
can be nothing else than what is contained in azeOdv. 7H du. in ver. 2 
(comp. Hofmann), namely : he is dead to sin (dative of reference), i.e. His 
dying concerned sin ; and indeed so that the latter (namely the sin of the 


1 Death had become lord over Him, because 
in obedience to God (Phil. ii. 6 ff.) Christ 
had subjected Himself to its power, so that 
He eoravpidn && aodevetas (2 Cor. xiii. 4). 
The cvpreverv of death over Him was there- 
fore a thing willed by God (vy. 8-10), and 
realized through the voluntary obedience 


of Jesus. See John x. 18; Matt. xx. 28. 

2 Not a parenthetical intervening clause 
(Hofmann), which is appropriate neither to 
the essential importance of the sentence in 
the train of thought, nor to the application 
which it receives in ver, 11. 
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world, conceived as power) has now, after He has suffered death on account 
of it, become without influence upon Him and has no more power over Him ; 
He submitted Himself to its power in His death, but through that death He 
has died to its power.’ So also have we (ver. 11) to esteem ourselves as dead 
to sin (vexpod¢ rH du.), as rescued from its grasp through our ethical death 
with Christ, in such measure that we are released from and rid of the influ- 
ence of this power antagonistic to God. The close accordance of this view 
of rH du. aré0. with the context (according to vv. 11 and 2) is decisive against 
the explanations of the dative deviating from it, such as: ad expianda pec- 
cata (Pareus, Piscator, Grotius, Michaelis, and others including Olshausen) ; 
or: ad expianda tollendaque peccata (Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, Fritzsche, Phi- 
lippi) ; or: in order to destroy the power of sin (Chrysostom, Beza, Calvin, 
Bengel, and others, including Ewald and Umbreit). Riickert, Kéllner, and 
de Wette wish to abide by an indefinite reference of the death of Jesus to sin 
as the remote object ; but this simply explains nothing, and leaves only a 
formal parellelism remaining. — é¢draf] for once, with emphasis, excluding 
repetition, once for all. Comp. Heb. vii. 27, ix. 12, x. 10 ; Lucian, Dem. 
enc. 21. — CH r. Oe] vivit Deo, namely so, that now in His estate of exalta- 
tion, after He has through His death died to the power of sin, His life 
belongs to God, i.e. stands to God in the relation of being dependent on, and of 
being determined by, Him. The contrast to the preceding yields the excluding 
sense. Christ’s earthly life, namely, was also a (fv tO Oem, but was at the 
same time exposed to the death-power of human sin, which is now no longer 
the case, inasmuch as His life rescued from death is wholly determined by 
the fellowship with God. This latter portion of the verse belongs also to 
the proof of ver. 9, since it is in fact just the (exclusive) belonging to God 
of Christ’s life, that makes it certain that death reigns no longer over Him ; 
as Cav 76 Ocg he can no longer be rabyrdé¢ (Acts xxvi. 23), which He previ- 
ously was, until in obedience to God é& dofevetac He was crucified (2 Cor. 
xiii. 4). 

Ver. 11. Application of ver. 10 to the readers.—Although in ver. 10 
there was no mention of a Aoyifecbac on the part of Christ, we are not, with 
Griesbach and Koppe, to break up the discourse by the punctuation : vite 
Kad dete AoyiCeobe x.7.A. (comp. on the contrary Luke xvii. 10).—According- 
ly reckon ye yourselves also (like Christ) as dead, etc. Aoyitecte, namely, con- 
taining the standard by which they are to apprehend their moral life-posi- 
tion in its reality, is not, with Bengel and Hofmann, to be taken as indica- 
tive, but rather, seeing that here the discourse passes over to the second per- 
son and proceeds in exhortation in ver. 12 ff., with the Vulgate, Chrysostom 
and Luther, as imperative. —év Xp. ’I.] These words, which Rickert, K6ll- 
ner, de Wette, and others quite arbitrarily join merely with Cavrag dé r. O29, 
belong to both portions of the summons ; and do not mean per Ohristum 


1 Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 55, upon Himself, in the death of the cross, 
justly insists that Christ for His own person the curse of the law; after which human 
died to. sin, but further on (p. 59), ends in sin had now no longer any power over Him, 
finding an ideal, not a real relation. But Compare on ver. 3. 

He died really to sin, inasmuch as He took 
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(Grotius and others, including Fritzsche), but denote rather the specific ele- 
ment, in which the being dead and living take place, namely, in the ethical 
bond of fellowship, which is just the elvac ev Xpior@. 

Ver. 12 f. Ov] in consequence of this Avyifecbe, for the proof of it in the 
practice of life. For this practice the Aoyifecbar x.7.4. is meant to be the reg- 
ulative theory. The negative portion of the following exhortation corre- 
sponds to the vexpode wév ri duaprig in ver. 11 ; and the positive contrast aAAa 
x.t.A. to the Cavrac 68 TO OG. — uy Baowd.| With this nothing sinful is ad- 
mitted (comp. Chrysostom) ; but on the contrary the influence of the (per- 
sonified) sin, conquering the moral ego, is entirely forbidden,* as the whole 
connection teaches. — év 7 Ov7T@ bu. cou. ] év simply indicates the seat and 
sphere, in which the forbidden dominion would take place (not by means of, 
as Th. Schott thinks). As to @vyr@, every explanation is to be avoided 
which takes the word in any other sense than the ordinary one of mortal 
(comp. viii. 11), because it has no other signification (see all the examples 
in Wetstein), and because the context contains nothing at all in favour of 
giving any other turn to the notion of the word. We must reject therefore 
the opinion that it is equivalent to vexp@, as taken in the ethical sense : dead 
for sin (Turretin, Ch. Schmidt, Ernesti, Schleusner, Schrader, and Stengel). 
Directly affirmed of the body, the mortality could not but be understood 
by every reader quite definitely as the physical. The purpose of the epithet 
however must manifestly result from the relation of motive, in which the 
mortality of the body stands to the prohibition of the reign of sin in the 
body. And the more precise definition of this motive is to be derived from 
the previous vexpod¢ pév TH duaptia, Cavtac dé 7H OcG. If we are convinced, 
namely, that we are dead for sin and alive for God ; if we account ourselves 
as those who have put off the ethical mortality (G¢ é« vexpdv Cavrac, ver. 18), 
then it is an absurdity to allow sin to reign in the body, which in fact is 
mortal. This quality stands in a relation of contradiction to our immortal 
life entered upon in the fellowship of Christ, and thus the dominion, for 
which we should deliver over our body to sin, would prove that we were 
not that for which, nevertheless, in genuine moral self-judgment, we have 
to take ourselves ; since in fact the mortal life of the body, if we yield it to 
the government of sin, excludes the immortal Christian life described in ver. 
11. Hofmann imports more into the passage than its connection with ver. 
11 suggests ; namely the double folly, that such an one should not use the 
power, which the life of Christ gives him over the mortal body and there- 
with over sin ; and that he should permit himself to be entangled in the death 
to which his body falls a victim, while he possesses a life of which also his 
body would become joint-participant. This is a fine-spun application of the 
true interpretation. Different is the view of Kéllner (comp. Calvin : ‘“ per 
contemtum vocat mortale”), that it is here hinted how disgraceful itis to 
make the spiié subordinate to sin, which only dwells in the perishable body ; 
and of Grotius : ‘‘de vita altera cogitandum, nec formidandos labores haud 


But Luther's gloss is good: ‘‘ Mark, the they do not follow.’ Comp. the carrying 
Saints have still evil lustsin the flesh, which out of the idea in Melanchthon. 
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sane diuturnos” (comp. Chrysostom and Theodoret ; so also on the whole 
Reiche). But the context contains neither a contrast between body and 
spirit, nor between this and the other life. Flatt thinks that Paul wished 
to remind his readers of the brevity of sensual pleasure ; comp. Theophylact. ° 
But how little would this bein keeping with the high standpoint of the 
moral sternness of the Apostle! According to others, Paul desired to re- 
mind them warningly of the destructiveness of sin, which had brought death 
on the body (de Wette, Krehl, Nielsen, Philippi, also Maier). But this 
point of view as to destructiveness is remote from the connection, in which 
the pervading theme is rather the wnswitableness of the dominion of sin to 
the communion of death and life with Christ. Others still explain it va- 
riously.*— oéuarc] body, as in ver. 6 ; not a symbolic expression for the en- 
tire ego (Reiche, following Ambrosiaster and various early expositors) ; nor 
yet body and soul, so far as it is not yet the recipient of the Spirit of God 
(Philippi) ; for even in all such passages as viii. 10, 18, 23 ; xii. 1 coua re- 
tains purely its signification body. But sin reigns in the body (comp. on ver. 
6), so far as its material substratum is the cép£ (Col. ii. 11), which, with its 
life-principle the wuy7, is the seat and agent of sin (vil. 18 ff. w.). Hence 
the sinful desires are zts desires (aitov), because, excited by the power of sin 
in the flesh, they are at work in the body and its members (vii. 5, 23 ; Col. 
iii. 5). Sin aims at securing obedience to these desires through its dominion 
in man. Consequently eic¢ 7d trax. r. éxiG. ait. implies the—according to 
ver, 11 absurd—tendency of the allowing sin to reign in the mortal body, 
which the Apostle forbids. — p7dé] also especially not (as e.g. 1 Cor. v. 8). — 
raptotavere| present, i.e. place at the disposal, at the service. Matt. xxvi. 53 ; 
Acts xxiii. 24; 2 Tim. ii. 15; Athen. iv. p. 148 B; Lucian, d. Mar. 6, 2; 
Diod. Sic. xvi. 79 ; Dem. 597. pen. —rd péAn budv] your members, which sin 
desires to use as executive organs, tongue, hand, foot, eye, etc. The mental 
powers and activities, feeling, will, understanding, are not included (in op- 
position to Erasmus, Reiche, Philippi, and others) ; but Paul speaks con- 
cretely and graphically of the members, in reference to which the mental ac- 
tivities in question are necessarily presupposed. Comp. Col. iii. 5. —éria 
adixiac| as weapons of immorality, with which the establishment of immorali- 
ty is achieved. The dyapria is conceived as a ruler employing the members 
of man as weapons of warfare, wherewith to contend against the government 
of God and to establish ddvxia (opposite of the subsequent dicavocbyyc). It 
injures the figure, to which ver. 23 glances back, to explain éxAa (comp. sb =)) 
instruments, as is done by many (including Riickert, K6dllner, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Krehl, Fritzsche, de Wette, and Ewald), a meaning which it indeed 
frequently bears in classic Greek since Homer,? but never in the N. T. 
Comp. especially 2 Cor. vi. 7, x. 4. — xapaorfoare] the aorist here following 


1 Olshausen connects thus: “‘let not the But, had Paul desired to set forth the moral 
sin manifesting itself in your mortal body death through the adjective by way of mo- 
reign in you.” In that case Paulmusthave tive, he must then have written, after ver. 
repeated the article after au. According 11, év 7G vexpo vuev owpmarr, which after 
to Baur there lies in dvy7e¢ the idea : ‘* whose what goes before would not have been 
mortality can only remind you of that, liable to any misconception. 
which it even now is as vexpov 7H auaptia.” 2 See Duncan, Lew. ed. Rost, p. 844. 
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the present (comp. Bernhardy, p. 893), marking the immediateness and ra- 
pidity of the opposite action which has to set in. It stands to rapcoravere in 
a climactic relation. See Winer, p. 294 [E. T. 314], Kiihner, I. 1, p. 158. — 
éavrovc] yourselves, your own persons, and specially also your members, etc. — o¢ 
éx vexp. Covrac] as those that are alive from the dead (risen), t.e. those who have 
experienced in themselves the ethical process of having died and attained 
to the resurrection-life with Christ. Only thus, in the sense of the moral 
renovation discussed in vv. 2-11—not in the sense of Eph. ii. 1 (Philippi 
and older expositors)—can it be explained agreeably to the context, especial- 
ly as é¢ corresponds to the Aoyiteofe x.7.2. in ver. 11. This dc, quippe, with 
the participle (as in xv. 15, and very frequently), expresses, namely, the re- 
lation of the case, in which what is demanded is to appear to the readers as 
corresponding to their Christian state, which is described as life from the 
dead.!— 1@ Oe6] belonging to God, as in vv. 10, 11. 

Ver. 14. Not the ground and warrant for the exhortation (Hofmann), in 
which case the thought is introduced, that obedience is dependent on the 
readers ; but an encouragement to do what is demanded in vy. 12, 13, through 
the assurance that therein sin shall not become lord over them, since they 
are not in fact under the law, but under grace. Comp. the similar encour- 
agement in Phil. ii. 18. In this assurance lies a ‘‘ dulcissima consolatio,” 
Melanchthon, comp. Calvin. They have not to dread the danger of failure. 
Understood as an expression of good confidence, that they would not allow 
sin to become lord over them (Fritzsche), the sentence would lack an ele- 
ment assigning an objective reason, to which nevertheless the second half 
points. Heumann, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Umbreit take the future 
imperatively, which is erroneous for the simple reason that it is not in the 
second person (Bernhardy, p. 378). — od ydp éors id vouov (Gal. iv. 21), aa 
For not the law but divine grace (revealed in Christ) 7s the power 
under which you are placed. [See Note LXIX. p. 253.] This contrast, accord- 
ing to which the norm-giving position of the law is ereluded from the Chris- 
tian state (it is not merely, the superflwousness of the law that is announced, as 
Th. Schott thinks), is the justification of the encouraging assurance pre- 
viously given. Had they been under the law, Paul would not have been 
able to give it, because the merely commanding law is the divayce rH duapriat 
(1 Cor. xv. 56), and accumulates sins (v. 20), in which reference he intends 
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1The os is not the ‘ike’ of comparison 
(Hofmann, who, following Lachmann, pre- 
fers with A B C & the woe’, which does not 
elsewhere occur in the writings of Paul), 
but the “as” of the quality, in which the 
subjects have to conceive themselves. 
Comp. Wunder, ad Soph. Trach. 394, p. 94; 
Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 649. According to Hof- 
mann the comparative woe is. only to ex- 
tend to é« vexpav (and gavras to be predica- 
tive): as living persons like as from the 
dead. But such a mere comparison would 
be foreign to the whole context, according 
to which Christians are really alive (with 


Christ) from the dead, and paralyzing the 
pith of the view, which does not lie in a 
quasi, but in a danguam. The Vulgate ren- 
ders correctly: ‘‘tanqguam ex mortuis vi- 
ventes.”” He who participates ethically in 
the resurrection-life of the Lord és alive 
from death, but not alive as if from death ; 
just as little is he as if alive from death. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia rendered the wcei, 
which he read, in the latter sense; refer- 
ring it to é« vexp. Gdvras together, and ex- 
plaining the meaning to be that, previous to 
the actual resurrection, only » Kara 7d 
duvarov w»éunocs is required. 
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_ to discuss the matter still further in ch, vii. But they stand under a quite 
different power, wnder grace ; and this relation of dependence is quite caleu- 
lated to bring to the justified that consecration of moral strength, which 
they require against sin and for the divine life (v. 21; vi. 1 ff.).  ‘‘ Gratia 
non solum peccata diluit, sed ut non peccemus facit,”” Augustine. 

Vv. 15-23. This ov elvac bd vouov, AAW bird yapw does not therefore give us 
Sreedom to sin. From the ov yap . . . . ydpev, namely, the inference of free- 
dom to sin might very easily be drawn by immoral Christians (comp. ver. 
1), which would be exactly the reverse of what the Apostle wished to estab- 
lish by that proposition (ay. du. ob kup. ver. 14). Paul therefore proposes to 
himself this possible inference and negatives it (ver. 15), and then gives in 
ver. 16 ff. its refutation. Accordingly vv. 15-23 form only an ethico-polem- 
ical preliminary to the positive illustration of the proposition, ‘‘ye are not 
under the law, but under grace,” which begins in ch. vii. 

Ver. 15. [See Note LXX. p. 254.] Té oby] sc. gore ; what is then the state 
of the case? Comp. iii. 9. Shall this Christian position of ours be misused 
for sinning ?—With the reading dwapr#oouev the sense would be purely fw- 
ture: shall we sin? will this case occur with us? But with the proper 
reading duaprjowuev Paul asks : Are we to sin? deliberative subjunctive as in 
ver. 1. To the éripévou. r. quapt. in ver. 1 our duaprfowper stands related as 
a climax ; not merely the state of perseverance in sin, but every sinful action 
is to be abhorred ; the former from the pre-Christian time, the latter in the 
Christian state of grace. — rz ovK éopév bd vduov «.t.2.] emphatic repetition.* 

Ver. 16. Paul begins the detailed illustration of the py yévorro with an 
appeal to the consciousness of his readers, the tenor of which corresponds 
to the saying of Christ: ‘‘ No man can serve two masters.” This appeal 
forms the propositio major ; the minor then follows in ver. 17 f., after which 
the conclusion is obvious of itself.—‘‘ Know ye not, that, to whom ye yield 
yourselves as slaves for obedience, ye are slaves of him whom ye obey?” Here 
the emphasis is not on éore (slaves ye are in reality, as de Wette and others 
think), or even on the relative clause @ ‘raxobere (Hofmann), but, as is re- 
quired by the order of the words, and the correlation with rapior. éavroic, 
on dovso. [See Note LXXI. p. 254.] Whosoever places himself at the dispo- 
sal of another for obedience as a slave, is no longer free and independent, 
but is just the slave of him whom he obeys. —rapiordvere| The present, as 
expressing the general proposition which continues to hold good.*—@ 
braxobere] whom ye obey (erroneously rendered by Reiche and Baumgarten- 
Crusius : fave to obey). By this, instead of the simple airov or robrov, the 
relation of subjection, which was already expressed in the protasis, is once 
more vividly brought into view : that ye are slaves of him, whom ye, in con- 
sequence of that rapuoravew éavrove dobdove to him, obey. The circumstantial- 
ity has a certain earnestness and solemnity. If ye yield yourselves as slaves 
for obedience, then ye are nothing else than slaves in the service of him 
whom ye obey. The less reason is there for attaching cic imax. to the apo- 


1Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 3, 1%, 2 See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 115. 
Schol. in Luc, p. XXXix. 
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dosis (Th. Schott, Hofmann). — jrou duapriac] sc. dobAo.* Respecting the 
disjunctive jro., aut sane, found nowhere else in N. T., see especially Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 609, Baeumlein, Partik. p. 244. It lays strong emphasis on 
the first alternative. Very frequently thus used in Greek authors. Comp. 
Wisd. xi. 18. — cic @dvarov] result, to which this relation of slavery leads. 
The @évaroc cannot be physical death (Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel), since 
that is not the consequence of individual? sin (see on v. 12), and is not 
averted from the, dovAo¢ iaxoze [See Note LXXII. p. 254] ; nor is it, either 
generally, the misery of sin (de Wette), or specially spiritual death, alien- 
ation from the true fw, an idea which Paul never conveys by §évaroc ; but 
rather, seeing that @davaroc, as is more precisely indicated in ver. 21, and is 
placed beyond doubt by the contrast of («7 aidvioc, must be conceived as the 
rédoc of the bondage of sin ; eternal death (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
others, including Riickert, Reithmayr, and Tholuck). Comp. i. 32. This 
is not at variance with the antithesis el¢ dccavoctyyv, which is not to be taken 
(as in ver. 18) in the sense of moral righteousness (Philippi and others) ; for 
this is not the result, but is itself the essence of the dodiov elvac ixaxoye (comp. 
v. 19), since iraxof, in contradistinction to the duapria, is obedience to the 
divine will. On the contrary dckaoctvy, antithetically correlative with the 
Oavaroc, must be conceived as the jinal result of that dovdAov eivar traxoyc, and 
apply to the time of final perfection in the aidv uéAdwov, when the faithful, 
who have not relapsed into the service of sin, but in their faith have been 
servants of obedience, on account of the death of Christ dicaco: karactabjoovrat, 
v.19. It is therefore the righteousness which is awarded to them in the 
judgment.* Tf it were the righteousness of faith even now attained (Th. 
Schott), sraxoye would need to be taken, with Schott, of becoming a believer 
(i. 5), which is contextually inadmissible, since what is spoken of is the 
state of grace already existing (ver. 15), in which service is rendered to the 
obedience of God only, and not to sin. In accordance with the misconcep- 
tions of Hofmann, already noticed in detail (see above), there results as his 
sense of the whole : ‘‘ To whom ye place yourselves as servants at his disposal, 
ye are servants for the purpose of obedience ; ye are so to him whom ye obey, ser- 
vants either—for there isno third alternative—aho act contrary to their master’s 
will and thereby merit death, or such as live in obedience and are therefore right- 


1 Consequently servants of sin, who are 
serviceable to that which is sin; and then: 
servants of obedience, who are in the service 
of the opposite of auapria, in the service of 
divine obedience. Hofmann erroneously 
takes the genitives as genitives of quality 
(servants who sin and who obey) ; see Winer, 
p. 222 [H. T. 237]. What reader could, after 
SovAov (comp. John yiii. 84), have stumbled 
on this singular relation of quality ; the as- 
sumption of which ought to have been pre- 
cluded by vv. 17, 20. Comp. 2 Pet. ii. 19. 

2 Philippi here observes, with the view of 
including bodily death also in the idea, that 
it “is personally appropriated and merited 


by the individual through his own act.” 
This is not Pauline, and is at variance with 
the true interpretation of the é¢’ & mavres 
Hmaprov in y. 12. It is not with death as it 
is with the atonement, which is objectively 
there for all, but must be appropriated by 
something subjective. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. 
Moreover, such personal appropriation 
would be inconceivable in the case of all 
children dying without actual sin. 

3’ K6éstlin has also justly directed atten- 
tion in the Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 
127, to the sensus forensis of Sccatocvvy in our 
passage. 
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cous in the presence of their master.” What kind of a @dvaroc, and in what 
sense dccatoobvy is meant,-is supposed accordingly to be self-evident. And 
by the following thanksgiving, ver. 17, the Apostle is alleged “‘as it were half 
to take back” his question, Whether they do not know etc., so that the me- 
dium of transition to ver. 17 is ‘‘ why yet still the question?” A series of 
gratuitously imported fancies. 

Ver. 17. Propositio minor. [See Note LXXIII. p. 255.] — ydpic 68 7H 0&6, 
érv] animated expression of piety ; ‘‘ ardor pectoris apostolici,” Bengel. 
Comp. vii. 25. — rz yre dovAor Tr. du., drnK. K.T.2.] Fre has emphasis : that ye 
were slaves of sin (that this condition of bondage is past), etc. Comp. Eph. 
v. 8. The prefixing of re, and the non-insertion of a pév, clearly prove 
that this is the true interpretation, and not that, by which the main idea is 
discovered in the second half : ‘‘ non Deo gratias agit, quod servierint pec- 
cato, sed quod, qui servierint peccato, postea obedierunt evangelio,” Gro- 
tius. In that case yév at least would be indispensable in the first clause. 
The mode of expression is purposely chosen, in order to render more forcibly 
apparent their earlier dangerous condition (whose further delineation in 
ver. 19, moreover, points to the former heathenism of the readers). — éx 
kapdiac] ovd& yap yvayKdobyre, ovde EBidoOnTe, AAN ExdvTec peta Tpoluutac anéoryre, 
Chrysostom. Comp. Job vii. 10; Mark xii. 30; Wisd. viii. 21 al. ; 
Theocr. xxix. 4; also é« @uuod, é& ebyevov orépvor, and similar phrases in 
Greek writers. The opposite : é« Biac. — elc¢ bv raped. rir. did.| may either 
be resolved : 16 tixw tHe di0., el¢ 6v raped., with Chrysostom and others, 
_ including Riickert, Reiche, K6llner, Tholuck, de Wette, Fritzsche, Winer, 
and Philippi ;* or: ei¢ r. rim. tH¢ dud., ei¢ bv maped. (aS in iv. 17) 3 or: ee t. 
ton. tHE Oi0., bv Taped. é.€. d¢ Taped. byiv (see Castalio and Grotius on the pas- 
sage, Kypke, Il. p. 167, Ewald and Hofmann). It is decisive in favour of the 
first mode of resolution that iraxotew ei¢ rc is never equivalent to iraxobew 
twit ;? while to take iryxotcate absolutely either in the sense of the obedience 
of faith, i. § (Ewald), or in that of absolute obedience (‘‘as obedient servants 
in contrast to sinful ones,” Hofmann), is inadmissible, because trnKxoboare 
in its antithetical correlation with dowAo: tic duaptiac needs a more precise 
definition. And this it has precisely in ei¢ év mapedd0. «.t.A.. which cannot 
therefore indicate whereunto (Ewald and Hofmann) the iraxotev has taken 
place,—an artificial far-fetched expedient, which is wrung from them, in 
order to get instead of obedience towards the doctrine obedience as effect 
of the doctrine (comp. Matt. xii. 41, where however perevdyoav stands by 
its side, which is in fact of itself a complete conception). The rimoc diaxie, 
ele dv raped. is usually (and still by Hofmann) understood of Christian doc- 
trine generally, so far as it is a definite, express form of teaching. But 
since the singular expression rio¢ does not thus appear accounted for, and 
since the Roman church was undoubtedly planted through the preaching 
of Pauline Christianity, which is certainly a particular type, different from 


1 See Fritzsche, Diss. IL. p. 133, Conject. p. obey in reference to something, to be obedi- 
84; Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 177. ent in a@ matter. TReiche’s judgment of 

2%In the passages quoted by Kypke from _ these passages is erroneous. See on 2 Cor. 
Greek authors imaxovew eis ro means to ii. 9. 
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Judaistic forms of Christian teaching and in various points even contrast- 
ing with these, it is preferable to understand by it the distinct expression 
which the Gospel had received through Paul, consequently the doctrinal 
form of his Gospel (ii. 16, xvi. 25), in opposition to anti-Paulinism (Riickert, 
ed. 1, de Wette, comp. Philippi). This cic év raped. is decisive in favour of 
the interpretation ‘‘form of doctrine” in an objective sense, and against the 
subjective explanation : image of the doctrine, which is impressed on the 
heart (Kypke). Following Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius, Calvin, 
Grotius, Calovius, and many others, Reiche (as also Olshausen, Reithmayr 
and Krehl) take roc in the sense of exemplar, ideal which the doctrine holds 
up, consequently in that of the ethical rule, which as model of life is con- 
tained in the Gospel (d:day).1_ This is in harmony neither with the iraxotew 
nor with the cic 6v raped. Unsuitable to the former is also the interpreta- 
tion of Beza and others, to which Tholuck inclines, that the evangelical 
doctrine is ‘‘ quasi instar typi cujusdam, ewi veluti immittamur, ut ejus fig- 
urae conformemur.” Van Hengel understands ir7Kxotcare in the sense of 
obedience toward God, and eic as quod attinet at ; Paul in his view says : 
“‘@bedivistis Deo ad sequendam quam profiteri edocti estis doctrinae for- 
mam.” This form of doctrine, to which the Romans were directed at the 
founding of their church, had been, he conceives, probably more Judaistic 
than purely Pauline. But against the absolute interpretation of iryxotc. 
see above ; while the assumption of a rizoc didaygc not truly Pauline is ir- 
reconcilable with the expression of thanksgiving, and is not supported by 
Phil. i. 15, a passage which is to be explained from the peculiar situation 
of the Apostle. We may add that Paul aptly specializes the txaxo#—which 
was set forth in the major, in ver. 16, quite generally (as obedience to God 
in general)—at the subsumption in the minor, ver. 17, as obedience to his 
Gospel. — naped60.] tv Tod Ocod BoHOecav aivitrerac, Chrysostom. The refer- 
ence to God, which is also to be observed for the passives in ver. 18, is 
plain from yépic 6 Ocg. That it is not to be taken as middle (to yield them- 
selves, so Fritzsche) is shown by the same passives in ver. 18. Tapadidwme 
either with the dative or with eic, in the sense of delivering over to the dis- 
posal and power of another, is very current everywhere in Greek literature 
(Judith x. 15; Rom. i. 26; Xen. Hell. 1, 7, 3; Dem. 515, 6, 1187, 5) ; but 
whether in a hostile sense or not, is conveyed not by the expression itself, 
but simply by the context. To the expression itself the abolition of one’s 
own self-determination is essential. So also here. The Christian has at 
his conversion ceased to be swi juris, and has been given over to the morally 
regulative power of the Gospel.” 

Ver. 18. ‘‘But, freed from sin, ye have become servants of righteous- 
ness.” This is not to be regarded as the conclusion from the two premisses, 
vv. 16, 17 (Riickert, Reiche), because oj» is not used, and because substan- 


180 probably Chrysostom took it, who Rep. p. 412 B: ot rvmou rhs mavdetas, p. 897 C: 
explains 6 rumos 7. didaxhs by pds Chyv Kai rw THs AéEews, Jamblichus /.c. 23 : tov r¥rov 
pera moAttelas apiorns. Soalso Theophylact. THs dwWackadias, Isoc. Antid. 186: 6 tuo TAs 

2On rimos S5axhs comp. Jamblichus, de  didrogodias, 
Pythag. vit. 16: tis mavsevcews 6 témos, Plat. 
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tially the same thought was already contained in ver. 17. Paul rather ex- 
presses once more the happy change in his readers just described ; and does 
so in a thoughtfully chosen antithetical form, no longer however dependent 
on 67, but independent and thus more emphatic (hence a colon is, with 
Lachmann, to be inserted before éAev8.). But he leaves the reader to draw 
for himself the conclusion, namely : this ju yévovro is therefore fully justified. 
— The 0é is the autem of continuation ; the transition, however, is not from 
activity (iryxobcare) to passiveness (Hofmann, comp. Th. Schott), for the 
latter is already given in rapeddé6nre, but from the state of the case expressed 
in ver. 17 to a striking specification, in a more precise form, of the revolution 
in the relation of service, which was accomplished in them. — azé 7. duaprt.] 
that is, from the relation of slavery to it. — édovd. rH ducaoc.| ye have been 
placed in the slave-relation to righteousness ; a representation of the complete 
dependence on the moral necessity of being righteous, implied in conversion. 
On the dative comp. 1 Cor. ix. 19 ; Tit. ii. 83; 2 Pet. ii. 19. This slavery, 
where the dicasoctvy is the mistress, is consequently the true moral freedom 
(éAevOeporperéc J8 7 aperh, Plat. Ale. I. p. 1385 C.). Comp. the similar para- 
dox in 1 Cor. vii. 22. 

Ver. 19. Paul had, in vv. 16-18, represented the idea of the highest 
moral freedom—in a form corresponding indeed with its nature as a moral 
necessity (‘‘ Deo servire vera libertas est,” Augustine), but still borrowed 
from human relations—as dovjeia. He now therefore, not to justify himself, 
but to induce his readers to separate the idea from the form, announces 
the fact that, and the reason why, he thus expresses himself regarding the 
loftiest moral idea in this concrete fashion, derived from an ordinary human, 
relation. J speak (in here making mention of slavery, vv. 16-18) what is 
human (belonging to the relations of the natural human life) on account of 
the (intellectual) weakness of your flesh, i.e. in order thereby to come to the 
help of this your weakness. [See Note LXXIV. p. 255.] For the setting 
forth of the idea in some such sensuous form is the appropriate means of 
stimulating and procuring its apprehension in the case of one, whose knowl- 
edge has not yet been elevated by divine enlightenment to a higher plat- 
form of strength and clearness released from such human forms. Respecting 
avOpérivov see the examples in Wetstein. It is the antithesis of Geiov, Plat: 
Rep. p. 497 C. The expression kara dvOpwrov Aéyo in ch. iii. 5 is in sub- 
stance equivalent, since dvOpémwov also necessarily indicates the form and 
dress employed for the idea, for whose representation the Apostle has 
uttered what is human. The capé, however, 7.¢. the material human nature 
in its psychical determination, as contrasted with the divine pneumatic in- 
fluence (comp. on iy. 1), is weak for religious and moral discernment, as well 
as for good (Matt. xxvi. 41) ; hence the cogéa capxixg (2 Cor. i. 12) is foolish- 
ness with God (1 Cor. iii. 19). Others, taking it not of intellectual weak- 
ness, but of moral weakness, refer it to what follows (Origen, Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Hammond, Wetstein, and others, in- 
cluding Klee, Reithmayr, and Bisping), in the sense: ‘‘I do not demand. 
what is too hard (d$pér., comp. 1 Cor. x. 18) ; for although I might re-. 
quire a far higher degree of the new obedience, yet I require only the same 
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as ye have formerly rendered to sin.” ’ But the following éorep . . . . ob7w 
introduces not the equality of the degree, but, as is plain from ver. 20, only 
the comparison in general between the former and the present state. Be- 
sides, the demand itself, which by this interpretation would only concern 
a lower stage of Christian life, would be inappropriate to the morally ideal 
character of the whole hortatory discourse, which is not injured by the con- 
crete figurative form. This remark also applies to the dismembering ex- 
planation of Hofmann (comp. Th. Schott), who makes avfporwov Aéya form 
a parenthesis, and then connects da tiv doféveray t. capxd¢ tuov with édov- 
AdOnte TH SiKatoobvy, so that the thought would be : the weakness of our in- 
born nature gives occasion that our translation into the life of righteousness 
is dealt with as an enslavement thereto, while otherwise it would be simply 
restoration to the freedom of doing our own will ; according to this weak- 
ness what is right is not done freely of itself, but in the shape of a service. 
But how could Paul have so degraded the moral loftiness of the position of 
the dovrwhévtec tH duxacocivy ! To him they were indeed the dovawévrec 7a 
Oe@ (ver. 22), and in his estimation there was nothing morally more exalted 
than to be dovAoc Ocov, as Christ Himself was. The Christian has put on 
Christ in this respect also (Gal. iii. 27), and lives in the spirit of the holiest 
freedom (2 Cor. iii. 17 f.) ; his subjection to the service of dixacocivy has not 
taken place on account of his inborn nature incapacitating him for moral 
freedom (as though it were a measure of compulsion) ; but on the contrary 
he has put off the morally weak old man, and so he lives as a new creature 
—hby means of the newness of the spirit, and in virtue of his communion 
in the resurrection-life of Christ—in the condition of righteousness, which 
Paul has here under the designation of bondage, accommodating himself by 
the ordinary human expression to the natural weakness of the understanding, 
brought into contrast with the having been freed from sin. — éozep ydp k.t.A. J 
Practical assigning of a reason for the proposition just affirmed arOparivec 
in ver. 18, in the form of a concrete demand. In opposition to Hofmann, 
who (at variance with his own interpretation of xiii. 6 !) declares it impos- 
‘sible to clothe the assigning of a reason in the dress of an exhortation, see 
Bauemlein, Partik. p. 86. Heb. xii. 3 (see Delitzsch) is to be taken in the 
same way ; comp. Jamesi. 7 ; and see on 1 Cor. i. 26. Hence : for, as ye have 
placed your members at the disposal, ete., so now place, ete. Since the discourse 
proceeds indeed in the same figurative manner, but yet so that it now as- 
sumes the hortatory form, avOpdrwov . . . . capkde duov is not to be put ina 
parenthesis, but with Fritzsche, Lachmann, and Tischendorf, to be separated 
from édorep by a period. — Th axafapoia x. TH avouia] The two exhaust the 
notion of duapria (ver. 13), so that axa. characterizes sin as morally defiling 
the man (see on i. 24), and dvou. (1. John iii. 4) as a violation of the divine 
lao.” — ic tiv avou.] on behalf of antagonism to law, in order that it may be 
established (in facto). The interpretation ele rd éxuxAéov dvouetv, Theophylact 
(so also Oecumenius, Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, Kéllner, Ewald, and 


1So also probably Theodoret: rf di¥cec  odpare kvovpeva rady. 
MeTPa Thy mapaiveory: olda yap Ta ev 7 YvyTa 2 See Tittmann, Synon. p. 48. 
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others), is, in its practical bearing, erroneous, since it is only the yielding 
of the members to the principle of davoyia that actually brings the latter 
into a conerete reality. — sic dysacudy] in order to attain holiness (1 Cor. i. 30 ; 
1 Thess. iv. 3 f. 7 ; 2 Thess. ii. 13), moral purity and consecration to God. 
To be an dye in mind and walk—that goal of Christian development—is 
the aim of the man, who places his members at the disposal of dccacoobvy as 
ruler over him. The word dyaouéc is found only in the LXX., Apocr. and 
in the N. T. (in the latter it is always holiness, not sanctification, even in 
1 Tim. ii. 15 ; Heb. xii. 14 ; 1 Pet. i. 2), but not Greek writers.? ‘Ay:aopdy 
stands without the article, because this highest moral goal is conceived of 
qualitatively. 

Vv. 20-22. [See Note LXXYV. p. 255.] With ydép Paul does not introduce 
an illustration to ver. 19 (Fritzsche), but rather—seeing that ver. 20 through 
ody in ver, 21, as well as through the correlative antithesis in ver. 22, must 
necessarily form a connected whole in thought with what follows till the 
end of ver. 22—the motive for complying with what is enjoined in ver. 19 ; 
and that in such a way, that he first of all prepares the way for it by ver. 20, 
and then in ver. 21 f., leading on by otv, actually expresses it, equally impres- 
sively and touchingly, as respects its deterrent (ver. 21) and inviting (ver. 
22) aspects. The fact that he first sets down ver. 20 for itsel7, makes the 
recollection which he thus calls up more forcible, more tragic. Observe also 
the emphasis and the symmetrical separation of the several words in ver. 20. 
— het. ire TH Oixatoc.| Ye were free in relation to righteousness; in point of 
fact independent of its demands, since ye were serving the opposite ruler 
(the duapria). Ovdés yap dievéwete tHe Jovdeiag Tov Tpdrov TH StKaoobvy Kai TH apap- 
tia, GAN bAwe éavrode éEedidote tH Tovypia, Chrysostom. <A sad truth based on 
experience ! not a flight of irony (Koppe, Reiche, Philippi, and others), but 
full of deep moral pain. — Ver. 21. ody] in consequence of this freedom. — 
ta... . émaoytvecte is with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Castalio, Beza, 
Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Wetstein, Bengel, and others, including Winer, 
Reiche (but see below), Fritzsche, Jatho, and Hofmann, (but see below)— 
in harmony with the punctuation of the teat. rec.—to be regarded as 
one connected question [See Note LXXVI. p. 256], so that the reason to 
be given for replying in the negative sense to this question is then con- 
tained in 7d ydp réAo¢ éxelvwr Odvaroc ; namely, thus: what fruit, now, had 
ye then (when ye were still in the service of sin, etc., ver. 20) of things, 
on account of which ye are now ashamed ? i.e. ye had then no fruit, no moral 
gain, etc., and the proof thereof is: for the final result of them (those 
things) is death. What leads at last to death, could bring you no moral 
gain. For the grammatical explanation éxeivwy is to be supplied before é¢’ 
otc (which in fact is perfectly regular, Winer, p. 149 [E. T. 158]), and to 
this the éxe/vwr in the probative clause refers. Regarding éracy. éwé reve, 
to be ashamed over anything (not merely of the being put to shame by the 


1In opposition to Hofmann, on yer. 22. Spirit. Comp. Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 82. 
But to the Christian consciousness it is 2In Dion. Hal. i. 21, it is a false reading, 
self-evident that holinéss canonly be at- as also in Diod. iy. 39. 
tained under the influence of the Holy 


200 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


fact of something not proving to be what we thought it, as Th. Schott weakens 
the sense) comp. Xen. Hell. v. 4, 33 : éxi rH jyuerépa guria aicxovb7c, Plat. Rep. 
p. 896 C: ob aicyvveicba éxl tH TovabTy puLuHoEL, 169.0: Aiko ip ot) B ol 
Mace. iv. 81; also Dem. 426, 10. Reiche makes the double mistake of 
very arbitrarily referring é¢’ oi¢ to xaprév, which is to be taken collectively , 
and of explaining xaprov éyew as meaning to bring forth fruit (which would 
be «. rouiv, gépewv), 80 that the sense would be : ‘‘what deeds, on account 
of which ye are now ashamed, proceeded from your service of sin ?” Hof- 
mann, resolving the expression into én? robrow & viv éxacxbveote, wishes 
to take éx/ in the well-known sense of addition to, so that Paul asks : ‘* what 
fruit had ye then over and above those things of which ye are now ashamed ?” 
those things being the former disgraceful enjoyments, with which they now 
desired to have nothing further todo, But how could the reader think of 
such enjoyments without any hint being given by the text ? And how arbi- 
trary in this particular place is that interpretation of éxi, especially when the 
verb itself is compounded with éxi, and that in the sense : to be ashamed 
thereupon, and accordingly indicates how é@’ oi¢ is to be resolved and proper- 
ly understood !*| Many others (Syriac, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, Erasmus Schmid, Heumann, 
Carpzoy, Koppe, Tholuck undecidedly, Rickert, K6llner, de Wette, Ols- 
hausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Philippi, Reithmayr, 
Ewald, van Hengel, and Th. Schott) end the question with rére, so that é¢ 
ol¢ viv éracoy. becomes the answer, of which again 7d ydp réA. éx Gav. is the 
proof: ‘‘what sort of fruit had ye then? Things (ye had as fruit) of which 
ye are now ashamed ; for the end of them is death.” Kaprév is likewise regard- 
ed as a figurative description either of gain or reward (‘‘ignoble and perni- 
cious joys and pleasures,” Ewald), or of actions, which are the penal conse- 
quence of reprobate sentiments. But fatal to all this explanation, which 
breaks up the passage, is the antithesis in ver. 22, where the having of fruit, 
not its quality, is opposed to the preceding ; if Paul had inquired in ver. 21 
regarding the guality of the fruit, he must have used in ver. 22 some such 
expression as vwvi dd. . . . Tov dysacudv Exete Tov Kaprdv buov. Besides, we 
cannot well see why he should not have written either rivac xaprote or é¢’ b 
and éxeivov ; he would by annexing the plurals, though these were in them- 
selves admissible on account of the collective nature of xapréc, have only ex- 
pressed himself in a fashion obscure and misleading. Finally, it is to be 
observed that he never attributes xaprév or xaprob¢ to immorality ; he attrib- 
utes to it gpya (Gal. v. 19), butuses xapréc only of the good ; he speaks of 
the xapro¢ tov mvebuatoc, Gal. v. 22 ; of the xaprdc rod gdroc, Eph. v. 9 ; of the 
kapro¢ dixatoobync, Phil. i. 11 ; of the kapr. épyov, Phil. i. 22 ; comp. Rom. i. 13; 
in fact he negatives the idea of xapréc in reference to evil, when he describes 
the épya roi oxdrovg as dxapra, Eph. v. 11 ; comp. Tit. iii. 14. With this type of 
conception our interpretation alone accords, by which in the question riva 
kaprov k..A, (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 18) there is contained the negation of kaprdc in 


1 See generally on ért with the dative,as tion, Kiihner, II. 1, p. 486, and with aicxuv. 
specifying the ground with verbs of emo- II. 2, p. 381, rem. 6, 
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the service of sin, the dxaproy elva. The most plausible objection to our 
explanation is this, that in accordance with it é¢’ oi¢ viv éracoy. becomes merely 
an incidental observation. But an incidental observation may be of great 
weight inits bearing on the matter in hand. It is so here, where it contains 
a trenchant argumentative point in favour of replying in a negative sense to 
the question. Calvin aptly says: ‘‘non poterat gravius exprimere quod 
volebat, quam appellando eorum conscientiam et quasi in eorum persona 
pudorem confitendo.” Compare also Chrysostom. — éxe‘vwr] neuter: those 
things, on account of which ye are now ashamed, the pre-Christian sins and 
vices. Bengel well remarks : ‘‘ remote spectat practerita.” — @dvaroc] death, 
i.e. the eternal death, whose antithesis is the (ay aidvioc, ver. 23 ; not the 
physical (Fritzsche), comp. on ver. 16. —The pév before yédp (see the crit. 
remarks) does not correspond to the following dé ; on the contrary, we must 
translate : for the end indeed (which however excludes every fruit) is death.? 
Ver. 22. vvvi dé x.7.A.] But now (ye are no longer without fruit, as formerly ; 
no, now) ye possess your fruit unto holiness, so that its possession has as its 
consequence holiness for you (ei¢ consecutive). The dyvaopdc is consequently 
not the fruit (the moral gain) itself, which they already have (that would also 
be at variance with otto viv mapacr. .... el¢ aycacudy in ver, 19), but the 
state, which the éxew of their fruit shall in future bring about. The fruit itself 
—and xapré¢ is to be taken, quite as in ver. 21, as ethical preduct—is con- 
sequently the new, Christian morality (comp. the cawédrn¢ Cwic in ver. 4), the 
Christian virtuous nature which belongs to them (iyév), and the possession 
of which leads by the way of progressive development to holiness. — rd dé 
rédog Cav aidv.| as the final result however (of this your fruit) eternal life in 
the kingdom of Messiah. This possession is now as yet an ideal one (viil. 
24). Hofmann erroneously takes 70 dé réAoc adverbially (1 Pet. iii. 8 ; comp. 
on 1 Cor. xy. 24), which is impossible after ver. 21, in accordance with 
which the word must here also be the emphatic substantive, the jinale of the 
kapréc ; hence also Cay aiévov is dependent not on cig (Hofmann), but on 
éyere. — The circumstance, moreover, that Paul in ver. 22 says dovdod. 76 Ocd 
while in ver. 18 he has said édovd. rH ducavoctry, is rightly illustrated by 
Grotius : ‘‘ qui bonitati rebusque honestis servit, et Deo servit, quia Deus 
hoe semper amavit et in evangelio apertissime praccepit.” Comp. xii. 2. 
And precisely therein lies the true freedom, 1 Pet. ii. 16 ; John viii. 36. 
Ver. 23. Ta dvdvia] the wages. Comip. 1 Cor. ix. 7; Luke iii. 14. ’0p6- 
viov Kvplu¢ AéyeTat Td ToIc oTpaTLOTaLe Tapa Tov Bacthéo¢ dedouévov oitypéctov, The- 
ophylact.? The plwral, more usual than the singular, is explained by the 
various elements that constituted the original natural payments, and by the 
coins used in the later money wages. — The wages which sin gives stands in 
reference to ver. 18, where the duapria is presented as a ruler, to whom the 
subjects tender their members as weapons, for which they receive their 
allowance ! — Oévaroc] as in ver. 22. — 7d d? yapiopa Tt. Ocov] Paul does not say 
ra 6yéwa here also (‘vile yerbum,” Erasmus), but characterizes what God 


1 See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 414, Winer, 2 Comp. Photius, 367. See Lobeck, ad 
p. 534 f. [E. T. 575]. Phryn. p. 420. 


2d2 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


gives for wages as what it zs in its specific nature—a gift of grace, which is 
no dvreradavrevecba (Theodoret). To the Apostle, in the connection of his 
system of faith and doctrine, this was very natural, even without the sup- 
position of any special design (in order—it has been suggested—to afford no 
encouragement to pride of virtue or to confiding in one’s own merit). — év 
Xpiot@ «.7.a.] In Christ is the causal basis, that the ydpipa t. Ocov is eter- 
nal life ; a triumphant conclusion as in v. 21 ; comp. vill. 39. 


Nores py American Eprror. 
LXIV. Ver. 1. éxiévopev tH auaptia. 


To make the defence of his doctrine as the truth complete, the Apostle was 
obliged, not only to establish it by direct proofs, but also to meet the objec- 
tions which might naturally arise. There were two of these which he must 
have often encountered, and which, in this Ep., he anticipates and answers. 
The first is the one presented in all ages against the doctrine—namely, that it 
tends toward immorality. As justification does not rest upon works, as for- 
giveness is always ready for the sinner who trusts in Christ, and as the abound- 
ing of sin causes grace to abound still more, will not the believer be careless 
about sinning, and even disposed to continue in sin? The second objection 
was peculiar to the age when the Judaistic views were held and the relation of 
the Jews to the old covenant was still pressed—namely, did not the doctrine 
of faith, which excluded all unbelieving Jews from salvation, involve unfaith- 
fulness of God to His promises given to His peculiar people? The Apostle con- 
siders the first of these objections in chaps. vi.—viii., and the second in chaps. 
ix.-xi. He limits himself to the two, because he regarded them, probably, as 
containing in substance the sum of what could be urged against the faith- 
system, 


LXY. Ver. 2. oftivec dreOdvowev 7H duaptia. 
i ” i p ry 


The aorist tense points to the time of entrance upon the Christian life. 
According to the doctrine of faith, the relation of the man to sin terminates at 
the moment of conversion. He dies, so far forth as sin is concerned, at that 
moment. Hence it is contrary to the very idea of the doctrine, that he should 
continue to live insin. This thought is emphatically repeated in ver. 3 ff., as 
connected with the figure of burial and resurrection, and with that of cruci- 
fixion. It will be observed that Paul is considering the doctrine, and presenting 
the evidence that it does not tend towards immorality, and not describing 
ordinary experience. 'The ideal of Christian living involves dying absolutely to 
the old life, as soon as the new one begins. In ver, 12 f. he exhorts the 
readers to live in accordance with the ideal standard. 


LXVI. Ver. 4, cvveragnwev ody ait@. 


It does not seem to be necessary to regard cvverddnuev as referring to bap- 
tism by immersion. It may be that the thought of burial, being naturally 
suggested by that of death, is added only for the purpose of emphasis. It is 
clear, however, that, if it has this reference, the use of the verb is more fully 


and satisfactorily accounted for, and not improbably, to say the least, there is 
an allusion to this mode of baptizing. 
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LXVII. Ver. 6. 1d cua ti¢ daptiac. 


The explanation of 7d cdma Tij¢ djapriag given by Meyer seems to be the most 
natural and satisfactory one. The body, according to the view of Paul, is evi- 
dently not evil initself. On the other hand, it is an instrument which may be 
used either in the service of sin or of God. As the man dies to sin without 
dying in the ordinary sense, so his body is destroyed, so far forth as it be- 
_ longs to sin and is given up to its control, without being actually destroyed. 
This view makes the words correspond with the thought or phraseology of the 
Apostle elsewhere (cf. vv. 12, 13, also vii. 24, etc.). It also brings dyapria, as 
no other explanation does, into accordance with the use of the word through- 
out this section of the Epistle—sin being, in many ‘instances, evidently per- 
sonified as a master (cf. e.g. vi. 12, 13, 16, vii. 14, 17, 23). 


LXVII. Ver. 7. dedcxaiwra: ard ti¢ duapriac. 


Godet, who holds the same view of ver. 7 with Meyer, says that ‘“ d:cavoicbac 
signifies, in this connection, to be free from blame in case of disobedience 
to be legally entitled not to obey;’ and he adds that the meaning of the 
Apostle is, ‘‘ One who is dead, no longer haying a body to put at the service of 
sin, is now legally exempted from carrying out the wishes of that master, who 
till then had freely disposed of him. Suppose a dead slave : it will be vain 
for his master to order him to steal, to lie, or to kill. He will be entitled to 
answer, My tongue, hands, and feet no longer obey me. How, then, could he 
be taken to task for refusing to serve?” Gifford, Beet, Sanday, and others, 
among the most recent commentators, regard drofavéyv as having the physical 
sense. Gifford views the sentence as containing “‘the general maxim, that 
death puts an end to all bondage.’’ Beet says that dcx. here means to make 
righteous. ‘*Death separates a man even from his sins. The thief and the 
murderer will steal and kill no more. By death they have been forcibly made 
righteous. The statement of this ver. is implied in a still wider one, viz., that 
death separates a man completely from his former life. Whatever he was be- 
fore, by death he ceases to be.”” Sanday renders by ‘absolved,’ and adds, 
‘The dead man is no longer liable to have the charge of sin brought against 
him.” 

LXIX. Ver. 14. od ydp éore br6 véouov. 


The question, What is the meaning of the words not under the law ? «may be 
answered by noticing the connection with the next preceding (v. 20), and the 
next following (vii. 1-6) statements in respect to the law. V. 20 presents the law 
as causing the offence to abound ; vii. 1-6 sets forth the same idea substantially 
(cf. esp. ver. 5). The pointing of both alike is toward a kindred sense here. 
Moreover, the connection in thought (whatever may be said of the immediate 
erammatical sequence of the sentences), between this verse and vii. 1, shows 
the writer's conception to be, that the lordship of sin ceases for the believer 
because that of the law ceases ; that the latter ceases because the man, through 
his union with Christ, dies, so far as the law is concerned ; and that, thus dy- 
ing, the man serves sin as a slave no longer, but serves a new master with 
newness of spirit. The reference in this verse is, therefore, to the legal system, 
ag working naturally towards the dominion of the sin-power. The develop- 
ment of the thought suggested by these words is suspended, by reason of the 
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question of ver. 15, until the seventh chapter. It is there presented in the first 
six verses, which by their statements and expressions lead to the inquiry of 
vii. 7, founded upon the earlier part of ver. 20. That this view of vi. 14 makes 
it anticipate the thought of chap. vii. and renders vi. 15-23 substantially, or 
at least in a sense, parenthetical, is, when the progress of the discourse is 
rightly apprehended, no valid objection to it. The Apostle arrests his thought 
for the moment, as it occurs to him that the same question may be asked in 
view of what he is saying, which was raised in the first verse. 


LXX. Ver. 15. ri obv; duaprycopmer k.T.A. 


On ver, 15 Philippi says : ‘‘ As from the doctrine of grace abounding through 
sin abounding, v. 20, the inference might be drawn that it is good to continue 
in sin that grace may be multiplied, so the statement of 14b might awaken 
the idea that with freedom from the law license is given to sin. This idea 
the Apostle repels with the utmost energy. But yet he does not here so much 
develop the inner psychological impossibility of the legal state fostering and 
furthering righteousness, and of the state of grace fostering and furthering 
sin, as rather again remind of a matter-of-fact relation into which his readers 
through faith in the gospel have entered. As baptism into Christ’s death me- 
diates the death of the old and the rising of the new man (ver. 3 ff.), so is 
freedom from the law, in point of fact, a bondage to righteousness, the domin- 
ion of grace afreedom from sin.’’ This is the correct view of the passage, 
and thus there is a certain parallelism between these verses and ver. 1 ff., al- 
though the relation to sin and righteousness is set forth by a new figure—that 
of slavery and freedom, instead of that of dying and living. 


LXXI. Ver. 16. doddoi gore 6 tiraxovere. 


Weiss ed. Mey. holds that the emphasis is not on doiAos alone (as Meyer 
maintains), but also on the relative clause, as indicated by the repetition of 4, 
and by the following alternative. The idea conveyed, accordingly, is that the 
man is a slave of the one master or the other, and also that the particular 
slavery, by reason of the very fact that the man surrenders himself in obedi- 
ence to one only, is exclusive of any other. Both of these suggestions are 
probably contained in the words, but the principal emphasis is on dovAa, and, 
indeed, this word carries in itself the thought of entire and exclusive sur- 
render.” 


LXXII. Ver. 16. duapriac sic Odvartov. 


Weiss regards Oavaroc here as meaning physical death. Godet, Gifford, and 
others urge against this view, as Meyer does, that this death befalls the ser- 
vants of righteousness. But Weiss answers that physical death, when, as in 
the case of these, there is a resurrection to eternal life, ceases to be the punish- 
ment of sin. Where there is no such awakening, however, it becomes eternal 
death, and so there is nothing in the word which contradicts the idea that 
obedience to sin leads to the latter. Godet holds that the meaning is, ‘‘ death 
in the sense of moral corruption, and consequently of separation from God 
here and hereafter.” Beet says, ‘the death of body and soul;” Gifford, 
“eternal death ;’ Shedd, ‘‘ death physical, spiritual, and eternal.” Hodge 
says, ver. 16, ‘‘ spiritual and eternal ;’’ ver. 21, ‘‘death of the soul, final and 
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hopeless perdition.” The argument for Weiss’s view here is much weaker than 
it is for the same view in vv. 12-19. 


LXXII. Vv. 17, 18. yapic 7H Oew bre Are dovAot k.7.A. 


| The thought of vy. 17, 18 seems to be involved in the contrast of #re dodAo 
THC df. and éEovAwbnTe TH Oix.—as if the form of the sentence were the follow- 
ing: ‘‘that your slavery to sin is a thing of the past [this is the force of the 
emphatic 7re], and that, having yielded obedience from the heart to that form 
of teaching whereunto you were delivered [i.c. the Pauline gospel, with its 
doctrine of grace and faith], and being thereby made free from sin as a master, 
you came into [the aorist tenses pointing to the time of conversion] the rela- 
tion of bond-servants to righteousness.” As there must be service to one or 
the other, and as the former service is ended in the case of the believer, and 
the new one begun, the Christian doctrine, which teaches this, cannot en- 
courage sin. It must, on the other hand, direct the man who accepts it—as 
in vy. 19, 20—to present his members for service to righteousness, now that 
he has become a Christian (and to do it at once and once for all), as fully and 
without reserve as, in his former life, he presented them to sin; and how 
fully he did this he may know from his own experience, for, when he was the 
slave of sin, he was altogether free as related to righteousness (ver. 19). 


LXXIV. Ver. 19. avOpdmwov Aéyw did tiv dobéveray Tio capKéc. 


avOpérwov corresponds substantially with card dvOpwrov, and refers to the 
figures of slavery and freedom derived from ordinary human life, which are 
used to describe the relations to sin and righteousness. did T. G00. 7. capKéc¢ 
probably refers to the intellectual, not the moral, weakness of the readers, and 
is to be explained in connection with the thought that we must represent 
moral and spiritual ideas in earthly figures, or with Meyer’s suggestion that 
“the odp&, as the material human nature in its psychical determination, is weak 
for religious discernment.’’ The reference to moral weakness, which Weiss 
ed. Mey., Godet, and some other recent writers favor, does not seem to be well 
founded. That the suggestion of the figure of bondage comes, as Godet con- 
jectures, from the feeling sometimes arising in the Christian mind that perfect 
righteousness is an exacting and harsh master, and that it is employed, on the 
other hand, as Weiss intimates, because of the tendency to press Christian 
freedom even to libertinism, are suppositions of which no hint whatever is 
found in the context. The Apostle is only presenting the idea of bondage as 
showing that the man who comes under the new master cannot remain in the 
service of the old one. These writers connect the words with what precedes. 
The view of those writers, who make them refer to moral weakness, but connect 
them with the following sentence, is sufficiently answered in Meyer’s remarks, 


LXXV. Ver. 21. riva obv kdprop x.7.A. 


The turn of thought is at ver. 21, ver. 20 being connected (see note LXXIIZ.) 
with ver. 19. This connection is not disproved by what Meyer suggests. The 
obdv of ver. 21 shows, indeed, that the Apostle is led to present the question of 
that verse by his thought of their former condition, which is reforred to in the 
words of ver. 20, as, also, it is in vv. 17,19. But the question itself turns the 


256 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


reader’s mind to the matter of results, giving this prominence as a new point. 
If the intention of the writer had been to make vv. 20-23, through the ydp of 
ver. 20, a ground of the exhortation of ver. 19—this ground being the issues 
on the two sides—he would more naturally have omitted the ody altogether, 
and arranged the construction in vv. 20, 21 as we find it in ver. 22. The pres- 
ence of od» (ver. 21), therefore, is rather an argument for, than against, uniting 
ver, 20 with ver. 19. The mere fact that ver. 22 is antithetical in its form of 
expression to ver. 20, does not, it may be added, prove their immediate con- 
nection, for this antithesis is found in the entire thought of the paragraph. 
Weiss ed. Mey. favors the connection of ver. 20 with ver. 19, as Meyer himself 
did in one of his earlier editions. 


LXXVI. Ver. 21. riva obv . . . éraccytvecte ; 


Westcott and Hort and Tregelles place the interrogation mark after éraicy., 
as Meyer does. Weiss ed. Mey. (and so Godet) agrees with Tischendorf in 
placing it after rére. The considerations presented by Meyer are forcible, and 
we may regard the arrangement favored by him as the more probable one. 
The possibility of the other, however, cannot be denied. R. V. and A. V. both 
read according to Meyer’s view. 


' 


“ 


j 


CHAP. VII. Q57 


CHAPTER VII. 


Ver. 6, aroOavdévrec] Elz. reads arofavévroc, which was introduced as a con- 
jecture by Beza, without critical evidence, solely on account of some misunder- 
stood words of Chrysostom (see Mill, Bengel, Appar., and especially Reiche, 
Comment. crit. I. p. 50 ff.). The arofavévrec, adopted by Griesb. Matth. Lacbm. 
Scholz, and Tisch., following Erasmus and Mill, is the reading in ABC K L 
P SN, min., and most yss. and Fathers. DE FG Vulg. It. codd. in Ruf. and 
Latin Fathers read rod Gavarov. Preferred by Reiche. But especially when 
we consider its merely one-sided attestation (the Oriental witnesses are want- 
ing), it seems to be a gloss having a practical bearing (see ver. 5) on rod vduov 
which has dispossessed the participle regarded as disturbing the construction. — 
Ver. 13. yéyove] Lachm. and Tisch. (8), following A B C D E P 8, 47, 73, 80, 
Method. Damasc. read éyévero. Some Latin codd. have est. F G have no verb 
at all. With the preponderance, thus all the more decisive, of the witnesses 
which favour éyévero, it is to be preferred. — Ver. 14. capxixédc] The odpxevocg 
adopted by Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, and Tisch. is attested by ABCDEFG 
*, min., and several Fathers. For this reason, and because the ending xdé¢ was 
easily suggested by the preceding mvevyatixdc, as in general capxixd¢ Was more 
familiar to the copyists (xv. 27 ; 1 Cor. ix. 11 ; 2 Cor. x. 4; 1 Pet. ii. 11) than 
cdpxwvoc (2 Cor. iii. 3), the latter is to be assumed as the original reading. — Ver. 
17. oixotca] Tisch. (8) reads évoccodca, which would have to be received, if it 
were attested in more quarters than by B 8. — Ver. 18. ody etpicxo] A BC 8&8, 47, 
67**, 80, Copt. Arm. Procl. in Epiph. Method. Cyr. codd. Gr. ap. Aug. have 
merely of. Approved by Griesb.; adopted by Lachm.and Tisch. But if there 
had been a gloss, the supplement would have been vapdxertar. The omission 
= hen other hand is explained by the copyist’s hurrying on from OYX to the 
OY at the beginning of ver, 19. — Ver. 20. Aw éyé] Since éyé is wanting in B C 
D EFG, min., Arm, Vulg, It. and several Fathers, but is found in 219, Clem. 
after rovro, in Chrys. before od ; and since it is, according to the sense and the. 
analogy of vv. 15, 19, inappropriate, it has rightly been deleted by Lachm. and 
Fritzsche, and is to be regarded asa mechanical addition from what immediately 
follows. If ¢yé were original (and had been omitted in accordance with 
vv. 15, 19), it must have had the emphasis of the contrast, which however it 
has not. — Ver. 25. ebyaporG] Lachm. and Tisch, read ydpic, which Griesb. also, 
approved of, following B and several min., vss, and Fathers, Fritzsche reads, 
yvdpic dé in accordance with C**, 8**, min., Copt..Arm. and Fathers. Both 
are taken from the near, and, in the connection of ideas, analogous vi. 17 (not 
ebyap. from i. 8). The reading 4 ydpsc tr. Ocod (D E and some Fathers), or 
4x. 7. kupiov (F G), is manifestly an alteration, in order to make the answer 


follow the preceding question. 
Vv. 1-6. The Ohristian is not under the Mosaic law ; but through his 


fellowship in the death of Christ he has died to the law, in order to belong to the: 
Risen One and in this new union to lead a life consecrated to God. 
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Ver. 1.1 °H dyvocire] Paul certainly begins now the detailed illustration, 
still left over, of ob ydp éore, vi. 14 ; but he connects his transition to it with 
what immediately precedes, as is clear from the nature of 7 (comp. Vi. 8). 
[See Note LXXVIL. p. 289.] Nevertheless the logical reference of 7 ayvoeire 
is not to be sought possibly in the previous 76 kvpip jor, with which the 
following xvpebec is here correlative (Reiche), since that xvpiw has in fact no 
essential importance at all and is for the progress of the thought immaterial ; 
but rather in the leading idea last expressed (ver. 22), and established (ver. 
23), namely, that the Christian, freed from the service of sin and become the ser- 
vant of God, has his fruit to holiness, and, as the final result, eternal life. 
This proposition could not be truth, if the Christian were not free from the 
law and did not belong to the Risen Christ instead, etc., vv. 1-6. — adeAgoi] 
address to the readers collectively (comp. i. 13), not merely to the Jezish 
Christians (Toletus, Grotius, Estius, Ch. Schmidt, and others, including 
Tholuck and Philippi), because in that case an addition must have been 
made excluding Gentile Christians, which however is so far from being con- 
tained in yivdcxovor, especially when it is without the article, that in the 
case of Christians generally the knowledge of the O. T. was of necessity to 
be presupposed ; see below. This applies also against Hofmann’s view, 
that Paul, although avoiding a specific express designation, has in view that 
portion of his readers, which had not been capable of the misconception 
indicated in ver. 15. This limitation also—and how easily could the adroit 
author of the Epistle have indicated it in a delicate way !—cannot be de- 
duced either from ddeAdoi or from yweokovor k.T.A. —ywoox. yap vou. A.] jus- 
tifies the appeal to the readers’ own insight : for I speak to ‘such as know 
the law. We may not infer from these parenthetical words, or from vy. 4-6, 
that the majority of the Roman congregation was composed of Jezish- Chris- 
tians ;? for, looking to the close connection subsisting between the Jewish 
and Gentile-Christian portions of the Church, to the custom borrowed 
from the synagogue of reading from the Old Testament in public, and to 
the necessary and essential relations which evangelical instruction aril 
preaching sustained to the Old Testament so that the latter was the basis 
from which they started, the Apostle might designate his readers generally 
as yivooxovrec Tov vduov, and predicate of them an acquaintance with the law. 
Comp. on Gal. iv. 21. The less need is there for the assumption of a pre- 
vious proselytism (de Wette, Beyschlag, and many others), with which 
moreover the ddeAgdc addressing the readers in common is at variance ; comp. 
i. 18, viii, 12, x. 1, xi. 23, xii. 1, xv. 14, 80, xvi. 17. —6 véuoc] not every 
law (Koppe, van Hengel) ; nor the moral law (Glickler) ; but the Mosaic, 
‘and that in the usual sense comprehending the whole ; not merely of the 
law of marriage (Beza, Toletus, Bengel, Carpzov, Chr. Schmidt ; comp. 


1 On the entire chapter, see Achelis in the | we should not be able at all to see why 
Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 670 ff. Paul should have specially noticed it. 

2On the contrary, the inference would But as converted Gentiles the readers had be- 
be: If the Church had been a Jewish- Chris- come acquainted with the law. This also 
tian one, the ywaoxew véuov would in its applies against Holtzmann, Judenth. uw. 
ease have been so entirely self-evident, that COhristenth, p. 783. 
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Olshausen). This is required by the theme of the discussion generally, and 
by the foregoing ywoor. y. véu. Acad in particular. — rod dvOpdrov] is not to 
be connected with 6 véuo¢ (Hammond, Clericus, Elsner, and Mosheim), but 
belongs, as the order of the words demands, to xupieber. — és’ bc0v xp. Cy] For 
so long time as he liveth (éri as in Gal. iv. 1 in the sense of stretching over a 
period of time,* the (personified) law is lord over the man who is subjected to 
it (rod avOp.). That 6 ar6pwro¢ is the subject to fj, is decided by vv. 2, 8, 4. 
By the assumption of 6 véuo¢ as subject (Origen, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Vat- 
ablus, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Koppe, and Flatt), in which case ¢j is sup- 
posed to signify viget or valet (in spite of vv. 2, 3), the discourse is quite 
disarranged ; for Paul is not discussing the abrogation of the law, but the 
fact that the Christian as such is no longer under it. Nor do vy. 2, 3 re- 
quire 6 vduoc as subject, because the point there illustrated is, that the death 
of the man (not of the law) dissolves the binding power of the law over 
him.? The proposition in vi. 7 is similar, and presupposes this thought. 
To take (jv as equivalent to (yr év capxi (‘‘so long as the man continues to 
lead his old natural life, he is a servant of the law,” Philippi, also Umbreit), 
is quite opposed to the context : see (avr: and févroc in vv. 2, 3, with their 
antitheses. The emphasis, moreover, is not on ¢7 (Hofmann), but, as is 
shown by the very expression écov, on é¢’ bc0v ypdvov, for the entire time, 
that he lives ; it does not lose its power over him sooner than when he dies ; 
so long as he is in life, he remains subject to it. If this is attended to and 
there is not introduced a wholly irrelevant ‘‘ only so long as he liveth,” the 
thought appears neither trivial nor disproportionate to the appeal to the legal 
knowledge of hisreaders. For there is a peculiarity of the vépo¢ in the fact, 
that it cannot have, like human laws, merely temporary force, that it cannot 
be altered or suspended, nor can one for a time be exempted from its con- 
trol, etc. No, so dong as man’s life endures, the dominion of the véuo¢ over 
him continues.’ Nor is the proposition incorrect (because that dominion 
-ceases in the case of the believer, Philippi) ; for it simply contains a general 
rule of law, which, it is self-evident, refers to the dvOpwro¢ évvouog as such. 
If the Jew becomes a Christian, he dies as a Jew (ver. 4), and the rule in 
question is not invalidated. 

Ver. 2. [See Note LXXVIII. p. 289.] Concrete illustration of the propo- 
sition in ver. 1, derived from the relation of the law to marriage and 
its dissolution, which in the woman’s case can only take place through the 
death of the husband, so that it is only after that death has occurred that 
she may marry another. This example, as the tenor of the following text 
shows (in opposition to Hofmann), is selected, not because the legal ordi- 
nance in question was in its nature the only one that Paul could have 
employed, but because he has it in view to bring forward the union with 
Christ, ‘which takes place after the release from the law, as analogous to a 


1 See Bernhardy, p. 252; Comp. Nigels- Tare. Ps. lxxxviii. 6 in Wetstein on ver. 3. 
bach, 2. Zias, ii. 299, ed. 3, Ast, Lew. Plat. I. 3 Comp. Th. Schott, D. 267 5 Hofmann 
p. 768. formerly held the right view (Schriftbew. TI. 

2 Comp. Schabb. f. 151, 2: “postquam 1, p. 852). 
mortuus est homo, liber est a praeceptis ;” 
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new marriage, and does soin ver. 4. The illustration is only apparently 
(not really ; Usteri, Riickert, and even Umbreit in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1851, 
p. 643) awkward, in so far namely as the deceased and the person released 
from the law through the event of death are represented in it as different. 
This appearance drove Chrysostom and his followers to adopt the hypothesis 
of an inversion of the comparison ; thus holding that the Jaw is properly 
the deceased party, but that Paul expressed himself as he has done out of 
consideration for the Jews (comp. Calvin and others), whereas Tholuck 
contents himself with the assumption of a (strange) pregnancy of expression 
which would include in the one side the other also ; and Umbreit regards 
“the irregularity in the change of person” as unavoidable. But the sem- 
blance of inappropriateness vanishes on considering xai ipezc in ver. 4 (see 
on that passage), from which it is plain that Paul in his illustration, ver. 2f., 
follows the view, that the death of the husband implies (in a metaphorical 
sense by virtue of the union of the two spouses in one person, Eph. v. 28 ff.) 
the death of the woman also as respected her marriage relation, and con- 
sequently her release from the law, so far as it had bound her as a irardpog 
yuvf to her husband, so that she may now marry another, which previously she 
could not do, because the law does not cease to be lord over the man before he is 
dead. So in substance also Achelis /.c. Consequently ver. 2 f. is not to be 
taken allegorically, but properly and concretely ; and it is only in ver. 4 that 
the allegorical application occurs. It has been allegorically explained, either 
so, that the wife signifies the soul and the husband the sin that has died with 
Christ (Augustine, comp. Olshausen) ; 07, that the wife represents humanity 
(or the church) and the husband the law, to which the former had been 
spiritually married (Origen, Chrysostom, Calvin, and others, including Klee, 
Reiche, and Philippi). But the former is utterly foreign to the theme of 
the text ; and the latter would anticipate the application in ver, 4. — 
bravdpoc| viro subjecta, married ; also current in later Greek authors, as in 
Polyb. x. 26, 3, Athen. ix. p. 388 C ; in the N. T. only here.!—76 Cévre 
avdpi| to her (+) living husband. (éavte has the emphasis, correlative to the 
ép boov ypdvov Cf in ver. 1. On déderac comp. 1 Cor. vii. 27. — véuw] by the 
law. For by the law of Moses the right of dismissing the husband was not 
given to the wife.* Paul however leaves unnoticed the case of the woman 
through divorce ceasing to be bound to her husband (Deut. xxiv. 2);* regard- 
ing the matter, in accordance with his scope, only in such a way as not 
merely seemed to be the rule in the majority of cases, but also harmonized 
with the original ordinance of the Creator (Matt. xix. 8).— karhpynrat ard 7. 
véyov t. avdp.| [See Note LXXTIX. p. 289.] that is, with respect to her hith- 
erto subsisting subordination under the law binding her to her husband she is 
absolved, free and rid of it. See on Gal. v. 4. The Apostle thus gives 
expression to the thought lying at the basis of his argument, that with the 
decease of the husband the wife also has ceased to exist as respects her 


1 See Wetstein and Jacobs, ad Ael, N. A. 3 Kiddusch. f. 2, 1: ‘‘Mulier possidet se 
iii. 42, ipsam per libellum repudit et per mortem 
4 Michaelis, Afos. R. § 120; Saalschtitz, p. mariti.” 
806 £. 


CHAP. VII., 3, 4. 261 


legal connection with him ; in this legal relation, from which she is fully 
released, she is no longer existent. Comp. on a7é 2 Cor. xi. 3. She is still 
there, but no longer as bound to that law, to which she died with the death 
of her husband ; comp. ver. 6. The joining of 6 véuo¢ with the genitive of 
the subject concerned (frequent in the LXX.) is very common also in classie 
authors. Th. Schott, following Bengel, erroneously takes 7. dvdp. as geni- 
tive of apposition ; the law being forthe wife embodied in the husband. 
The law that determines the relation of the wife to the husband is what is 
intended, like 6 véuog 6 repi tov avdpdc ; see Kiithner, II. 1, p. 287. 

Ver. 3. “Apa obv] See on v. 18. — ypyuarice:] she shall (formally) bear the 
name. See Acts xi, 26.' The futwre corresponds to the following : éay 
yévyrae avdpi érépy] Uf she shall have become joined to another husband (as wife). 
Comp. Deut. xxiv. 2; Ruth i. 12; Judg. xiv. 20; Hz. xvi. 8, xxiii. 4. 
It is not a Hebraism.*? —azd tov véuov] from the law, so far, that is, as it 
binds the wife to the husband. From that bond she is now released, ver. 
2. — Tov wh elvae x.t.A.| Not amore precise definition (Th. Schott) ; nor yet a 
consequence (as usually rendered), which is never correct, not even in Acts 
vii. 19 (see Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 845 ff.) ; but rather: in order that she 
be not an adulteress. That is the purpose, involved inthe divine legal ordi- 
nance, of her freedom from the law. 

Ver. 4. "Qo7e| does not express the ‘‘ agreement” or the ‘‘ harmony” with 
which what follows connects itself with the preceding (Hofmann), as if 
Paul had written orc or duoiwe. It is rather the common itaque (Vulgate), 
accordingly, therefore, consequently, which, heading an independent sentence, 
draws an inference from the preceding, and introduces the actual relation 
which results from vv. 1-3 with respect to Christians, who through the 
death of Christ are in a position corresponding with that of the wife. This 
inference lays down that legal marriage relation as type. — xai iyeic| ye also, 
like the wife in that illustration quoted in vv. 2, 8, who through the death 
of her husband is dead to the dominion of the law. In this, in the first 
instance (for the main stress falls on ei¢ 7d yevéo0ar «.7.A.), lies the point of 
the inference ; analogously with the case of that wife Christians also are 
dead to the law through the death of Christ, because, in their spiritual 
union with Him, they have suffered death along with Him. Van Hengel 
takes xai dusic in the sense : ye also, like other Christians, which, however, 
since ver. 4 begins the application of what had previously been said of the 
woman, is neither in harmony with the text nor rendered necessary by the 
first person xaprogop. — iOavar. tO voup] ye were rendered dead to the law,* so 


1Plut. Mor. 148 D; Polyb. v. 27, 2, 5, xxx. expected on the part of Judaists from the 


2, 4. converted Gentiles (Acts xv.). As the argu- 
2 See Kypke, Il. p. 170; Kihner, I, 1, p. ment advances, the language of the Apostle 
384. becomes communicative, so that he includes 


3 This is expressed from the Jewish- Chris- himself with his readers, among whom he 
tian consciousness, nevertheless it includes makes no distinction. Compare viii. 15; 
indirectly the Gentile-Christians also; for Gal. iii. 14, iv. 6. By our passage therefore 
without perfect obedience to the law no the readers are not indicated as having 
man could haye attained to salvation, been, as respects the majority, Jews or at 
wherefore also obedience to the law was _ least proselytes. 
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that over you as dead persons it rules no longer (ver. 1). The dative as in 
vi. 2,10. The passive (not ye died) is selected, because this (ethical) death 
of Christians is fellowship with the death of Christ, which was a violent 
one. Therefore : dia Tov od. tr. X.] by the fact, that the body of Christ was 
put to death. The conception of the participation of believers (as respects 
their inner life and its moral self-consciousness) in the death of their Lord, 
according to which the putting to death of their Master included their own put- 
ting to death, is justly assumed by Paul, after ch. vi., as something present 
to the consciousness of his readers, and therefore views deviating from this 
(e.g. that da 7. odu. r. X. applies to the atoning sacrificial death, which did 
away the dominion of the law) are to be rejected as here irrelevant, and 
not in keeping with the proper sense of é@avar. For that 6avar. 7. véup is 
meant to be a mild expression for 6 véuoc éavatoby, axéfavev ipiv (Koppe 
and Klee, following Calvin, Grotius, and others, also several Fathers ; 
comp. on ver. 2), isan assumption as gratuitous, as is a ‘‘contraction of 
the thought and expression,” which Philippi finds, when he at the same time 
introduces the conception of the putting to death of the law through the 
body of Christ, which is here alien. —eic¢ 76 yevéobar tac érépw| [See Note 
LXXX. p. 290.] inorder to become joined to another (than the law)—this is the 
object which the é6avar. tr. vouw «.7.A. had, and thereby the main point in the 
declaration introduced by dore, parallel to the rod ju elvat. k.7.A. in ver. 3. 
Paul apprehends the relation of fellowship and dependence of the Chris- 
tian’s life to Christ—as he had prepared the way for doing so in vv. 2, 3, 
and as was in keeping with his mode of view elsewhere (2 Cor. xi. 2; Eph. 
v. 25 ff.)—under the image of a marriage connection in which the exalted 
Christ is the husband of His Church that has become independent of the 
law by dying with Him. — 76 éx vexp. éyep#.] apposition to érépw, in sig- 
nificant historical reference to did r. cou. tr. X. For if Christ became through 
His bodily death our deliverer from the law, we cannot now belong to Him 
otherwise than as the Risen One for anew and indissoluble union. The 
importance of this addition in its bearing on the matter in hand lies in the 
xawdrne Cayo (vi. 3, 11, 18, 22) which, on the very ground of the ethical 
communion with the Risen One, issues from the new relation. Certainly 
the death of Christ appears here ‘‘as the end of a sin-conditioned state of 
the humanity to be united in Him” (Hofmann, Schriftbew. Il. 1, p. 354) ; 
but this great moral epoch has as its necessary presupposition just the vi- 
carious atoning power of the iAaor#piv which was rendered in the death of 
Jesus ; it could not take place without this and without the faith appropri- 
ating it, iii, 21 ff. ; v. 1 ff.— iva xaprog. tr. OcH] The aim not of é« vexpaov 
éyepbévre (Koppe, Th. Schott, Hofmann), but rather—because the belonging 
to is that which conditions the fruit-bearing—of the yevéoOa buac érépw, TO 
éx vexp. éy., consequently the final aim of the éavar. r@ véum. There is here 
(though van Hengel and others call it in question, contrary to the clear 
connection) a continuation of the figure of marriage with respect to its 
Sruitfulness (Luke i. 42 ; Ps. exxvii. 8, Symm. and Theod. Ps. xci. 15). 
The morally holy walk, namely, in its consecration to God is, as it were, the 
fruit which issues from our fellowship of life with Christ risen from the 
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dead as from a new marriage-union, and which belongs in property to God as 
the lord-paramount of that union (the supreme ruler of the Messianic the- 
ocracy) ; the bringing forth of fruit takes place for God. The opinion of 
Reiche and Fritzsche that caprog. taken in the sense of the fruit of marriage 
yields an undignified allegory (the figure therefore is to be taken as bor- 
rowed from a field or a tree, which Philippi, Tholuck, and Reithmayr also 
prefer) is untenable, seeing that the union with Christ, if regarded as a mar- 
riage at all, must also necessarily, in accordance with its moral design, be 
conceived of as a fruitful marriage.* 

Ver. 5. Confirmation of the iva xaprog. 7. Oe@. That we should bring 
forth fruit to God, I say with justice ; for formerly under the law we bore 
fruit to death, but now (ver. 6) our position is quite different from what it 
was before. — dre juev év 7H capxt] This is the positive and characteristic 
expression for the negative : when we were not yet made dead to the law. 
Then the céps—the materially human element in us, in its psychically de- 
termined antagonism to the Divine Spirit and will—was the life-element in 
which we moved. Comp. viii. 8f.; 2 Cor. x. 8. We are éy r. oépars, 1 
Cor. v. 3 (2 Cor. xii. 2), even after we have died with Christ, because that 
is an ethical death ; but for that very reason we are now, according to the 
holy self-consciousness of the new life of communion with the Risen One, no 
longer év r. capxi ; and our body, although we still as respects its material 
substance live in the flesh (Gal. ii. 20), is ethically not a cépa rie capkde any 
more, Col. ii. 11. The interpretation of Theodoret: 77 xara véuov rodureta 
(so also Oecumenius), though hitting the approximate meaning of the mat- 
ter, has its inaccurate arbitrariness exposed by the reason assigned for it : 
capa yap Tac TH capKi dedouévacg vouobeciag wvduace, Ta¢ TEpl BpdoEws K. TédEwG. , 
The description év 77 capxi must supply the ethical conception which corre- 
sponds with the contents of the apodosis. Therefore we may not render with 
Theodore of Mopsuestia : when we were mortal (the believer being no longer 
reckoned as mortal) ; but the moral reference of the expression requires at 
least a more precise definition of the contents than that the existence of the 
Christian had ceased to be an existence locked up in his inborn nature (Hofmann). 
—ré ral. tov duapr.| the passions through which sins are brought about, of 
which the sins are the actual consequence. On rafjyata compare Gal. v. 24, 
and a6, i. 26. They are the passive excitations (often used by Plato in 
contrast to sojuara), Which one experiences (rdayec). Comp. esp. Plat. 
Phil. p. 47 C. —ra bid r. vouiov] sc. bvta, which are occasioned by the law ; How ? 
see vy. 7, 8. It is erroneous in Chrysostom and Grotius to supply gavéueva. 
Comp. rather 1 Cor. xv. 56. — évnpysiro] were active, middle, not passive 
(Estius, Glickler), which would be contrary to Pauline usage. See 2 Cor. i. 
6, iv. 12 ; Eph. iii. 20 ; Gal. v. 6 ; Col. i, 29; 1 Thess. ii. 13; 2 Thess. ii. 
7. The Greeks have not this use of the middle. — év r. uéA. ju.] in our 


1 This view is the one perfectly consistent view: Kal éredi cvvdderay k. yapuov Thy eis Tov 
with the context, and should not be super- — «vprov mpoonyopevoe miot, elxoTws Seikvvce 
seded by the prudery of modern canons of — kai tov Tov yauov kaprov, Comp. Theo- 
taste (Fritzsche terms it jejwnam et obscoe- phylact. 
nam). Theodoret already has the right 
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members (as in ver. 23 and vi. 18) they were the active agent. — ei¢ 6 kaprog. 
7. bavétw| This is the tendency (the parallel iva kaprog. r. OeG in ver. 4 is de- 
cisive here against the interpretation, everywhere erroneous, of the conse- 
quence) which the passions of sin, in their operation in our members, had 
with us: that we should bring forth fruit unto death, that is, divested of 
figure : that we should lead a life falling under the power of death. The sub- 
ject jude is supplied, as often along with the infinitive, * naturally and easily 
from the immediately preceding juav (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 10; 2 Thess. 
iii. 9 ; Heb. ix. 14). There is therefore the less reason to depart from 
the mode of conception prevailing in ver. 4, and to understand the rafjjyara 
as the fruit-bearing subjects (Hofmann ; comp. Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, 
and others), in which case there is imported the conception that the occur- 
rence is something foreign to the man himself (Hofmann). The Gavaroc 
personified as the lord-paramount opposed to7@ Ge in ver. 4, is not physical 
(Fritzsche) but eternal death, vi. 21, 23, which is incurred through sinful 
life. The xaprod. however retains here the figure of the fruit of marriage, 
namely, according to the context, of the marriage with the law (ver. 4), 
which is now dissolved since we have died with Christ. Comp. Erasmus, 
Paraph.: ‘ex infelici matrimonio infelices foetus sustulimus, quicquid nas- 
ceretur morti exitioque gignentes.” In Matt. xii. 39 the conception is dif- 
ferent. But comp. James i. 15. ; 
Ver. 6. xarypy.| See on ver. 2. —drobavovtec év 6 xatery.] dead (see ver. 4) 
to that (neuter) wherein we wereheld fast. So also Fritzsche and Reiche in 
his Comm. erit. The construction is consistent and regular, so that rotrw is 
to be understood before év 6 (Winer, p. 149 f. [E. T. 158 f.}). That where- 
in we were held fast (as in a prison), is self-evident according to the text ; 
not as the government of sin (van Hengel, Th. Schott), or as the cap (Hof- 
mann), but as the daz, in whose grasp we were. Comp. Gal. ili. 28. Were 
we with the majority (including Riickert, de Wette, K6llner, Krehl, Philip- 
pi, Maier, Winer, Ewald, Bisping, and Reithmayr) to take év 6 as masculine 
(and how unnecessarily !), the drofavéyrec as modal definition of karypy. 
would have an isolated and forlorn position ; we should have expected it 
behind vw? dé — dare dovdetew x.t.A.] actual result, which has occurred 
through our emancipation from the law : so that we (as Christians) are ser- 
viceable in newness of spirit, and not in oldness of letter ; that is, so that our 
relation of service is in a new definite character regulated by spirit, and not 
in the old constitution which was regulated by literal form. That the dov- 
Aebewv in Kkawérne vet. Was a service of God, was just as obvious of itself to 
the consciousness of the readers, as that in radadrn¢ ypdup. it had been a 
service of sin (vi. 20.) On account of this self-evident diversity of reference 
no definition at allisadded. On the ov in the contrast (not y/) see Buttmann, 
neut. Gr, p. 300 [E. T. 349].—é» indicates the sphere of activity of the dovAcbew, 
and is to be understood again along with rad.; comp. ii. 29. The qualita- 
tively expressed rvetaroc, meaning in concrete application the Holy Spirit as 
the efficient principle of the Christian life, and the qualitative ypdyparoc, 


1 Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 6, 10; Anabd. ii. 1, 12. 
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characterizing the law according to its nature and character as non-living 
and drawn up in letters, are the specifically heterogeneous factors on which 
the two contrasted states are dependent. The madAaidryc—in accordance with 
the nature of the relation in which the law, presenting its demands in the 
letter but not inwardly operative, stands to the principle of sin in man—was 
necessarily sinful (not merely in actual abnormality, as Rothe thinks ; see 
ver. 7 ff., and comp. on vi. 14) ; just as on the other hand the kavéryc, on 
account of the vitally active rveiwa, must also necessarily be moral. Where 
this is contradicted by experience and the behaviour of the Christian is im- 
moral, there the wvevwa has ceased to operate, and a xaevdry¢ rvebuaroc is in 
fact not present at all. Paul however, disregarding such abnormal phenom- 
ena, contemplates the Christian life as it is constituted in accordance with 
its new, holy, and lofty nature. If it is otherwise, it has fallen away from 
its specific nature and is a Christian life no longer. [See Note LXXXI. 
p. 290. ] 

Vy. 7-13. How easily might the Jewish Christian, in his reverence for 
the law of his fathers, take offence at ver. 5 (rd dud r. vduov) and 6, and draw 
the obnoxious inference, that the law must therefore be itself of immoral 
nature, since it is the means of calling forth the sin-affections, and since 
emancipation from it is the condition of the new moral life ! Paul therefore 
proposes to himself this possible inference in ver. 7, rejects it, and then on to ver. 
13 shows that the law, while in itself good, is that which leads to acquaintance 
with sin, and which is misused by the principle of sin to the destruction of men. 

Paul conducts the refutation, speaking throughout i the first person sin- 
gular (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 12, xiii. 11). This mode of expression, differing 
from the peracynpuarticudc (see on 1 Cor. iv. 6), is an idiwouwe ; comp. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia on ver. 8: 7d év émotl ore Aéyet, TO KOLVOY A€yet TOV GvOpdToY, 
and Theophylact on ver. 9: év T@ oi kei d& Tpocdry THY AVOpaTivyYy bow 
aéyet. Thus he declares concerning himself what 7s meant to apply to every 
man placed under the Mosaic law generally, in respect of his relation to that lan 
—tefore the turning-point in his inner life brought about through his con- 
nection with that law, and after it. The apostle’s own personal experience, 
so far from being thereby excluded, everywhere gleams through with pecul- 
jiarly vivid and deep truth, and represents concretely the universal experi- 
ence in the matter. The subject presenting itself through the éyé is there- 
fore man in general, in his natural state under the law, to which he is bound, as 
not yet redeemed through Christ and sanctified through the spirit (for 
which see chap. viii.) ; without, however, having been unnaturally hardened 
by legal righteousness or rendered callous and intractable through despising 
the law, and so estranged from the moral earnestness of legal Judaism, 
Into this earlier state, in which Paul himself had been before his conversion, 
he transports himself back, and realizes it to himself with all the vividness 
and truth of an experience that had made indelible impression upon him ; © 
and thus he becomes the type of the moral relation, in which the as yet un- 
regenerate Israelite stands to the divine law. ‘‘ He betakes himself once 
more down to those gloomy depths, and makes all his readers also traverse 
them with him, only in order at last to conclude with warmer gratitude that 
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he is now indeed redeemed from them, and thereby to show what that 
better and eternal law of God is which endures even for the redeemed,” 
Ewald. Augustine (prop. 45 in ep. ad Rom. ; ad Simplic. i. 91; Conf. vii. 
21), in his earlier days, acknowledged, in harmony with the Greek Fathers 
since Irenaeus, that the language here is that of the wnregenerate man ; 
though later, in opposition to Pelagianism (especially on account of vv. 1%, 
18, 22; see Retract. i. 23, 26, ii. 8; c. duas ep. Pel. i. 10 ; ¢. Faust. xv. 8), 
he gave currency to the view that the “‘ 7” is that of the regenerate. In this 
he was followed by Jerome, who likewise held a different opinion previ- 
ously ; and later by Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza (not by Bucer and 
Musculus), Chemnitz, Gerhard, Quenstedt and many others, more, however, 
among Protestant than among Catholic commentators (Erasmus says of 
him : ‘“‘dure multa torquens ;” and see especially Toletus). On the other 
hand, the Socinians and Arminians, as also the school of Spener, returned 
to the view of the Greek Fathers, which gradually became, and has down 
to the present day continued, the dominant one. See the historical elucida- 
tions in Tholuck and Reiche ; also Knapp, Ser. var. arg. p. 400 ff. The 
theory that Paulis speaking simply of himself and exhibiting his own experi- 
ences (comp. Hofmann), must be set aside for the simple reason, that in that 
case the entire disquisition, as a mere individual psychological history (7-13) 
and delineation (ver. 14 ff.), could have no general probative force what- 
ever, which nevertheless, from the connection with what goes before and 
follows (viii. 1), itis intended to have. Others, like Grotius, who correctly 
referred it to the state anterior to regeneration, and among them recently 
Reiche in particular, represent Paul as speaking in the person of the Jewish 
people as a people.’ But, so far as concerns vy. 7-13, it is utterly untrue that 
the Jewish nation previous to the law led a life of innocence unacquainted 
with sin and evil desire ; and as concerns ver. 14 ff., the explanation of the 
double character of the ‘‘I,” if we are to carry out the idea of referring it 
to the nation, entangles us in difficulties which ean only force us to strange 
caprices of exegesis, such as are most glaringly apparent in Reiche. 
Fritzsche also has not consistently avoided the reference of the ‘‘I” to the 
people as such, and the impossibilities that necessarily accompany it, and, in 
, opposition to the Augustinian interpretation, has excluded, on quite insuf- 
ficient grounds, the apostle himself and his own experience. Paul, who had 
himself, been a Jew under the law, could not describe at all otherwise than 
from personal recollection that unhappy state, which indeed, with the lively 
and strong susceptibility of his entire nature and temperament, he must 
have experienced very deeply, in order to be able to depict it as he has done. 
Testimonies regarding himself, such as Phil. iii. 6, cannot be urged in oppo- 
sition to this, since they do not unveil the inward struggle of impulses, ete. 
Similarly with Paul, Luther also sighed most deeply just when under the 
distress of his legal condition, before the light of the gospel dawned upon 
him, and he afterward lamented that distress most vividly and truly. 


1 Jerome on Dan. had already remarked: enumerat persona sua, quod et apostolum 
“Peccata populi, quia unus e populo est, in ep. ad Rom. fecisse legimus.”” 
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Philippi has rightly apprehended the ‘‘I” coming in at ver. 7 as that of the 
unregenerate man ; but on the other hand, following the older expositors, 
has discovered from ver. 14 onward the delineation of the regenerate state 
of the same ‘‘I,” —a view inconsistent in itself, opposed to the context 
(since Paul does not pass on to the regenerate till viii. 1), and, when ap- 
plied to the details, impossible (see the subsequent exposition). Hammond 
very truly observes ;: ‘‘ Nihil potest esse magis contrarium affectioni animi 
hominis regenerati, quam quae hic in prima persona Eyo exprimuntur.” 
Still Umbreit, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1851, p. 633 ff., has substantially reverted, 
as regards the entire chapter, to the Augustinian view, for which he espe- 
cially regards ver. 25 (airdc éya) as decisive ; and no less have Delitzsch (sce 
especially his Psychol. p. 387 ff.) ; Weber, v. Zorne Gottes, p. 86; Thoma- 
sius, Ohr. Pers. u. Werk, I. p. 275 f. ; Jatho ; Krummacher in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1862, p. 119 ff. ; and also Luthardt, ». freien Willen, p. 404 f., adopted 
this view with reference to ver. 14 ff. Hofmann, who in his Schriftbew. 
I. p. 556 to all appearance, though he is somewhat obscure and at variance 
with himself (see Philippi, p. 285 f., and Glaubenslehre, III. p. 248), had 
returned to the pre-Augustinian interpretation, in his V. 7., hampers a more 
clear and candid understanding of the passage by the fact that, while he 
decidedly rejects the theory that the ‘‘I” of ver. 7 is that of the unregen- 
erate man, he at the same time justly says that what is related of that ‘‘1” 
(which is that of the apostle) belongs to the time which lay away beyond his 
state as a Christian ; and further, by the fact, that he represents vv. 14-24 
as spoken from the same present time as ver. 25, but at the same time leaves 
the enigma unsolved how the wretched condition described may comport 
with that present ; and in general, as to the point in question about which 
expositors differ, he does not give any round and definite answer. For if 
Paul is to be supposed, according to Hofmann, in ver. 14 ff., not to treat of 
the natural man, and nevertheless to depict himself in the quality of his 
moral state apart from his life in Christ, we cannot get rid of the contradic- 
tion that the ‘‘I” is the regenerate man apart from his regeneration, and of 
the obscuring and muffling up of the meaning thereby occasioned. The 
view which takes it of the unregenerate is followed by Julius Miiller, Nean- 
der, Nitzsch, Hahn, Baur, Tholuck, Krehl, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewald, 
Th. Schott, Ernest, ae Mangold, Messner (Lehre der Ap. p. 220), att 
many ‘others, including Schmid, dib/. Theol. Il. p- 262; Gess, 0. d. Pers. 
Chr. p. 838 ; Lechler, apost. uw. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 97 ; Kahnis, Dogm. I. 
p. 595 ; the anonymous writer in the Erlangen eisai: 1863, p. 377 ff. ; 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 95; Miircker, p. 23; Grau, Hntwickelungsgesch. I. p. 
126. The just remark, that the apostle depicts the future present of the 
state (Th. Schott) does not affect this view, since the future state realized as 
present was just that of the wwregenerate Israelite at the preliminary stage of 


1 Comp. Calovius on ver. 14: ‘‘ Postquam 
legem divinam vindicavit vel pravae con- 
eupiscentiae omnem culpam transscriben- 
dam docuit, ejus vim sese etiamnum expe- 
riri ingemiscit apostolus, etéamst renatus 


’ 


jam sit et justificatus.’ See also Calvin on 
ver. 14: ‘‘Exemplum proponit hominis re- 
generati, in quo sic carnis reliquiae cum 
lege Domini dissident, ut spiritus ei libenter 
obtemperet.” 
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moral development conditioned by the law. Compare Ritschl, altkath. 
Kirche, p. 70 £. ; Achelis, 1c. p. 678 ff. ; Holsten, z. Hv. d. Paul u. Petr. 
p. 406. 


Ver. 7. [See Note LXXXII. p. 290.] ‘0 véu0¢ duapria;| Is the law sin? a 
something, whose ethical nature is immoral? Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 
46 ; Winzer, Progr. 1832, p. 5 ; also Fritzsche, Riickert, de Wette, Tholuck, 
and Philippi. For the contrast see ver. 12, from which it at once appears 
that the formerly current interpretation, still held by Reiche and Flatt, 
‘originator of sin” (didxovoc duapriac, Gal. ii. 17), is, from the connection, 
erroneous ; as indeed it would have to be arbitrarily imported into the word, 
for the appeal to Mic. i. 5 overlooks the poetical mode of expression in that 
passage. The substantive predicate (comp. viii. 10; 2 Cor. v. 21, al.) is 
more significant than an adjectival expression (duaprw/dc), and in keeping 
with the meaning of the remonstrant, whom Paul personates. The question 
is not to be supposed preposterous, setting forth a proposition without real 
meaning (Hofmann), since it is by no means absurd in itself and, as an ob- 
jection, has sufficient apparent ground in what precedes.—After a/A4 we 
are no more to understand épotyev again (Hofmann) than before 6 véu. dyuapr., 
for which there is no ground (it is otherwise at ix. 30). On the contrary, 
this aAAd, but, brings in the real relation to sin, as it occurs in contrast to that 
inference which has just been rejected with horror : duaptia pév ovx Ear, 
gyal, yruptotixde dé duaptiac, Theophylact. —riv du. ovk tyvor, ei juz 6. védpor] 
[See, with reference to the development of thought in vv. 7-13, Note 
LXXXIII. p. 291.] Sin Ihave not become acquainted with, except through the 
law. The duapria is sin as an active principle in man (see vv. 8, 9, 11, 13, 
14), with which J have become experimentally acquainted only through the law. 
(comp. the subsequent oi jdecv), so that without the intervention of the law 
it would have remained for me an unknown power ; because, in that case 
(see the following, and ver. 8), it would not have become active in me through 
the excitement of desires after what is forbidden in contrast to the law. The 
Thy du. oun. éyv., therefore, is not here to be confounded with the ériyvwoe 
du. in iii. 20, which in fact is only attained through comparison of the moral 
condition with the requirements of the law (in opposition to Krehl) ; nor 
yet is it to be understood of the theoretic knowledge of the essence of sin, 
namely, that the latter is opposition to the will of God (Tholuck, Philippi ; 
comp. van Hengel and the older expositors), against which view ver. 8 (ywpic 
vduou duapt. vexpd) and ver. 9 are decisive. The view of Fritzsche is, how- 
ever, likewise erroneous (see the following, especially ver. 8) : I should not 
have sinned, ‘‘cognoscit autem peccatum, qui peccat.” —ovk éyvev is to be 
rendered simply, with the Vulgate : non cognovi. The sense : I should not 


1 Who transfers the personal experience 
of the apostle, so far as it is expressed in 
ver. 14 ff., 40 the last stage of his Pharisaism, 
consequently to a period shortly before his 
conversion. But we have not sufficient 
data in the text and in the history for mark- 


ing off, and that so accurately, a definite 
period in Paul’s life. We may add that 
Achelis has aptly and clearly set aside the 
interpretation of the regenerate in the case 
of the several features of the picture 
sketched by Paul. 
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have known, would anticipate the following clause, which assigns the reason. 
The véuoc is nothing else than the Mosaic law, not the moral law generally 
in all forms of its revelation (Olshausen) ; for Paul is in fact declaring his 
own experimental consciousness, and by means of this, as it developed 
itself under Judaism, presenting to view the moral position (in its general 
human aspect) of those who are subject to the law of Moses. —rfv re yap 
évi0. x,7.A. | for the desire (after the forbidden) would in fact be unknown to 
me,’ if the law did not say, Thou shalt not covet. The reason is here assigned 
for the foregoing : ‘‘ with the dawning consciousness of desire conflicting 
with the precept of the law, I became aware also of the principle of sin 
within me, since the latter (see vv. 8, 9) made me experimentally aware of 
its presence and life by the excitement of desire in presence of the law.” 
What the law forbids us to covet (Ex. xx. 17 ; Deut. v. 21), was no con- 
cern of the apostle here, looking to the universality of his representation ; 
he could only employ the prohibition of sinful desire generally and in itself, 
without particular reference to its object. — Onré. . . yap, for. . . indeed, 
comp. i. 26 ; it is not to be taken climactically (van Hengel), as if Paul had 
written «al yap tv éxi0. OY ovde yap THv éxiO. 7d. To the re, however, corre- 
sponds the following dé in ver. 8, which causes the chief stress of the sen- 
tence assigning the reason to fall upon ver. 8 (Stallb. ad Plat. Polit. p. 
270 D) ; therefore ver. 8 is still included as dependent on yap. Respecting 
the imperative future of the old language of legislation, see on Matt. i. 21. 
Ver. 8. Aé] placing over against the negative declaration of ver. 7 the 
description of the positive process, by which the consciousness of desire of 
ver. 7 emerged : but indeed sin took occasion, etc. In this agopyfv placed 
first emphatically, not in 7 duapria (Th. Schott), lies the point of the rela- 
tion. — 7 duaptia] as in ver. 7, not conceived as xaxodaiuwv (Fritzsche) ; nor 
yet the sinful activity, as Reiche thinks ; for that is the result of the ériOuuia 
(Jas. i. 5), and the sin that first takes occasion from the law cannot be an 
action.—For examples of adgopuyv AapuZ., to take occasion, see Wetstein and 
Kypke. The principle of sin took occasion, not, as Reiche thinks, received 
occasion ; for it is conceived as something revived (ver. 9), which works. — 
dia THC évToAHe| through the command, namely, the ov« éribvu. of ver. 7. This 
interpretation is plainly necessary from the following xarepydcato x.r.A. 
Reiche, following De Dieu and several others, erroneously (comp. Eph. ii. 
15) takes évroAf as equivalent to vduoc. We must connect did t. évr. with xa- 
reipy. (Riickert, Winzer, Benecke, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Umbreit, 
van Hengel, and Hofmann), not with dgopy. AaB. (Luther and many others 
including Reiche, K6llner, Olshausen, Philippi, Maier, and Ewald), be- 
cause ddopu. AauBdvew is never construed with dia (frequently with éx, asin 
Polyb. iii. 32. 7, iii. 7. 5), and because ver. 11 (0? aire améxr.) and ver. 13 
confirm the connection with xatecpy. — Kateupy. év éuol macav ériO.] it brought 
about in me all manner of desire. Respecting xarepydf., see oni. 27. Even 
without the law there is desire in man, but not yet in the ethical definite 


1 ov« Aderv, Tshould not know, more definite 1. 1, p..1%5 f. Comp. also Stallb. ad Plat. 
and confident than ov« ay 7jSev. See Kiihner, Symp. p. 190 C. 
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character of desire after the forbidden, as éxibvuia is conceived of according 
to ver. 7; for as yet there is no prohibition, and consequently no moral 
suaiehents existing to the desire dn itself (‘‘ ignoti nulla cupido,” Ovid, A. A. 
397), through which antithesis the inner conflict is first introduced. Hvery 
desire is, in accordance with the quite general obx éxiiuufcesc, to be left with- 
out limitation. Wo desire (as respects category) was excluded. A reference 
to the desires, which the state of civilization joined with a positive legisla- 
tion calls forth (de Wette), is foreign to the connection. Comp. Prov. ix. 
17. — yopte yap vouov duaptia vexpd] sc. éors, not qv (Beza, Reiche, Krum- 
macher), just because the omission of the verb betokens a general proposi- 
tion : for without the law, i.e. if it do not enter into relation with the law,’ 
sin, the sinful principle in man, is dead, i.e. not active, because that is want- 
ing, by which it may take occasion to be alive. The potentiality of the 
nitimur in vetitum is indeed there, but, lacking the veto of the véyoc (rod 70 
npakréov brodeckvivtoc Kal Td ob mpaxtéoy axayopebovtoc, Theodoret), can ex- 
hibit no actual vital activity ; it does not stir, because the antithesis is 
wanting. Hence the law becomes the divayec tHe dpuapriac, 1 Cor. xv. 56, 
though it is not itself rov rapavopeiv rapaittoc (Chrysippus in Plut. de Stoie Rep. 
33). Erroneous is the view held by Chrysostom, Calvin, Estius, Olshausen, 
and others, that vecpd implies the absence of knowledge of sin (oby obtw yvepi- 
oc). The véuoe is here, as throughout in this connection, the Mosaic law, 
which contains the évrod# (vv. 7, 9, 12). That this may be and is misused 
by the principle of sin, in the way indicated, arises from the fact, that it 
comes forward merely with the outward command (thou shalt, thow shalt not), 
without giving the power of fulfilment ; comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. 
p. 63 ff. And the analogous application, which the general proposition ad- 
mits of to the moral law of nature also, is indeed self-evident, but lies here 
aloof from the apostle’s sphere of thought. 

Ver. 9. But I was once alive without the law. éyd 6’, the antithesis of 
duapria ; &wv,*? antithesis of vexpd ; vduov, just as in ver. 8. —%{wv] The sense 
is, on account of the foregoing (vexpa4) and the following (a7é@avov, ver. 10) 
contrast, necessarily (in opposition to Reiche and van Hengel) to be taken 
as pregnant ; but not with the arbitrary alteration, oidebar mihi vivere 
(Augustine, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius), or seewrus eram (Luther, Melanchthon, 
Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Calovius, Bengel, and others, including Krumma- 
cher), thus representing Paulas glancing at his Pharisaie state, in which 
the law had not yet alarmed him,—a view which is at variance with the 
words themselves and with the antitheses, and which is certainly quite in- 
admissible historically in the case of a character like Paul (Gal. i. 14, iii. 
23; Phil. iii. 6), who could testify so truly and vividly of the power of 


' 


1 According to Krummacher, indeed, the 
simple xwpis vézov is held to mean: without 
knowing and laying to heart the significance 
of the law, which extends to the most se- 
cret motions, and condemns them. The 
dawning of this significance on the con- 
sciousness is then held to be éAdovens ris 


évroAjs. In this way people read between 
the lines whatever they conceive to be 
necessary. 

2On the forms {wy and é¢yv, which are 
both classical, see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 
738; Iihner, I. p. 829. 
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sin and of the curse of the law. No, Paul means the death-free (ver. 10) 
life of childlike innocence (comp. Winzer, p. 11; de Wette and Ewald in 
loc. ; Umbreit in the Stud. w..Arit. 1851, p. 637 fy ; Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, 
I. p. 101 ; Weiss, 0207. Theol. p. 287 ; also Delitzsch), where—as this state of 
life, resembling the condition of our first parents in Paradise, was the 
bright spot of his own earliest recollection '*—the law has not yet come to 
conscious knowledge, the moral self-determination in respect to it has not 
yet taken place, and therefore the sin-principle is still lying in the slumber 
of death. Rightly explained already by Origen : rac yap dvOpwrog &n yopic 
vouov mors, Ste radio 7v, and by Augustine, c. duas ep. Pelag. i. 9. This is 
certainly a status securitatis, but one morally indifferent, not immoral, and 
not extending beyond the childhood unconscious of the évroa#. Hence, in 
the apostle’s case, it is neither to be extended till the time of his conversion 
(Luther, Melanchthon, etc.), nor even only till the time of his having per- 
ceived that the law demands not merely the outward act, but also the in- 
ward inclination (Philippi and Tholuck)—which is neither in harmony with 
the unlimited ywpic véu0v (Paul must at least have written ywpic ric évtorqe), 
nor psychologically correct, since sin is not dead up to this stage of the 

‘moral development. From this very circumstance, it is clear also that the 
explanation of those is erroneous, who, making Paul speak in the name of 
his nation, are compelled to think of the purer and more blameless life of 
the patriarchs and Israelites before the giving of the law (so Grotius, Turretin, 
Locke, Wetstein, following several Fathers, and recently Reiche ; comp. 
Fritzsche).--The pregnant import of the {ur lies in the fact that, while the 
sin-principle is dead, man has not yet incurred eternal death (physical death 
has been incurred by every one through Adam’s sin, v. 12); this being 
alive is therefore an analogue—though still unconscious and weak, yet 
pleasingly presenting itself in the subsequent retrospect—of the true and 
eternal Cw (comp. Matt. xviii. 3) which Christ (comp. ver. 24 f.) has pro- 
cured through His atoning work. The theory of a pre-mundane life of the 
pre-existent soul (Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1871, p. 190 f.) is a Platonism 
forced on the apostle (comp. Wisd. viii. 20, and Grimm in loc.) in oppo- 
sition to the entire N. T. —éA@otone dé rio évroA.| but when the command, 
namely, the ov« éxOvujoecc of the Mosaic law, had come, i.e. had become pres- 
ent to my consciousness. To the person living still in childlike innocence 
the évroAf# was absent ; for him it was not yet issued ; it had not yet presented 
itself. Comp. on Gal. ili. 23. Reiche, consistently with his view of the 

dying of the personal Ego is meant: ‘‘so 


1 Comp. Mimnerm. ii. 3: m7jxviov ent 


xpovoy dvidercy HBns Tepromeda mpos sear elddTes 
ovte Kaxdv Oir’ ayaddv, This recollection 
every one may have in looking back on the 
history of his own moral life ; and even the 
realization of the moment, at which the 
life of childlike innocence took its end, is 
by no means inconceivable (as Hofmann 
objects). A dogmatic judgment cannot @ 
priori be pronounced respecting such psy- 
chological experiences in the inner life. 
Hofmann himself declares that a living and 


long as this Hgo was not confronted by the 
command, it continued in the life given to it 
by God its Creator, which really deserved, as 
such, to be called a life.” But how the look- 
ing back, which our passage expresses, to 
this former life differs essentially and 
materially from the recollection of that of 
childlike innocence, is not clear tome. That 
éCwy is, at any rate, the lost paradise of the 
individual inner history. 
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entire section, explains it, as does also Fritzsche, of the historical Mosaic 
legislation. — avé¢ycev] is by most modern commentators rendered came to 
life. So Tholuck, Riickert, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Maier, and Hofmann. But quite contrary to the usus loquendi (Luke xv. 
24, 32; Rom. xiv. 9; Rev. xx. 5), in accordance with which it means : 
came again to life. See also Nonnus, Joh. v. 25 : atric dvathowow, where (in 
opposition to the view of Fritzsche) air is added according to a well- 
known pleonasm ; comp. éravatéce, reviviscet, Dial. Herm. de astrol. i. 10, 
42; respecting the case of dva$Aéro, usually cited as analogous, see on 
John ix. 11.1. So, too, dvafodw in Aquila and Symmachus means reviviscere 
facio. See Schleusner, Thes. I. p. 219. And also the frequent classical 
dvaBié and dvaBidcxowa always mean to come to life again ; Plat. Rep. p. 
614 B; Polit. p. 272; Lucian, Q. hist. 40: dveBiovv axofavév, Gall. 18. 
Comp. dvaBiwow, 2 Macc. vii. 9. It is therefore linguistically correct to ex- 
plain it, with the ancients, Bengel, and Philippi: sin lived again (revizit, 
Vulgate) ; but this is not to be interpreted, with Bengel, following Augus- 
tine and others : ‘‘ sicut vixerat, cum per Adamum intrasset In mundum” 
(comp. Philippi), because that is foreign to the context, inasmuch as Paul 
sets forth his experience as the expression of the experience of every 
individual in his relation to the law, not speaking of humanity as a whole. 
The avéfyoev, which is not to be misinterpreted as pointing to a pre-mun- 
dane sin (Hilgenfeld), finds its true explanation, analogously to the 
dvaBAéro in John ix. 11, in the view that the duapria, that potentiality of sin 
in man, is originally and in its nature a living power, but is, before the 
évtoAg# comes, without expression for its life, vexpd ; thereupon it reswmes 
its proper living nature, and thus becomes alive again. Comp. van Hengel : 
“‘e sopore vigorem recuperavit.” 

Ver. 10. ’Aré@avov] correlative of avétycev, antithesis of wr. It is neither 
to be understood, however, of physical nor of spiritual death (Semler, BGhme, 
Riickert ; comp. Hofmann and others), but, as the contrast eic Cw» requires, 
of eternal death. This was given with the actual sin brought about through 
the sin-principle that had become alive ; the sinner had inewrred it. Paul, 
full of the painful recollection, expresses this by the abrupt, deeply tragic 
aréfavov. —1 ele Cwiv] sc. obca, aiming at life. For the promise of life (in 
the Messianic theocratic sense, Lev. xviii. 5; Deut. v. 83; Gal. iii. 12), 
which was attached to the obedience of the Mosaic law generally, applied 
also to the évroa#. — ebpé6y| was found, proved and showed itself in-the ac- 
tual experimental result ; comp. Gal. ii. 17 ; 1 Pet. i. 7. Chrysostom has well 
said : ot« elme* yéyove Odvaroc, obdé érexe Odvatov, GA2’ ebpéOn, 7d Kady Kal 
mapadogov tie atortag obtwc épunvebwr, Kat 7d wav sic TOV éxelvov (of men) epi- 
tpérav Kepadyv. —abry] haec. To be written thus, and not air#, ipsa (Bengel 
and Hofmann), after the analogy of ver. 15 f.,19f. It has tragic emphasis. 
Comp. on Phil. i. 22. 

? Generally, the citation of other verbs in which dva¢qv means merely to come to 
compounded with ava, in which the latter life, especially as the analogy of the clas- 


means not again, but wp, aloft (and that is, sical avaBiody is against it. This remark 


in fact, the case with very many), has no applies also against Hofmann’s citations. 
probative force. Passages should be quoted 
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Ver. 11. Illustration of this surprising result, in which # dwapria, as the 
guilty element, is placed foremost, and its guilt is also made manifest by 
the dua rie évroA. placed before ésyxar. Sin has by means of the commandment 
(which had for its direct aim my life) deceived me, inasmuch as it used it 
for the provocation of desire. An allusion to the serpent in Paradise is 
probable, both from the nature of the case, and also from the expression 
(LXX. Gen. iii. 13). Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 2. But such an allusion would be 
inappropriate, if it were ‘‘the struggle of the more earnest Pharisaism” (Phi- 
lippi), and not the loss of childlike innocence, that is here described. <As 
to the conception of the éf7réryce (sin held out to me something pernicious 
as being desirable), comp. Eph. iv. 22, Heb. iii. 18.— aréxrewev] like axéfavov 
in ver. 10. 

Ver. 12. ‘Qore] The result of vv. 7-11.—6 pév vduoc] The contrast for 
which wév prepares the way was intended to be: ‘‘but sin has to me re- 
dounded unto death through the law, which in itself is good.” This fol- 
lows in ver. 13 as regards substance, but not as regards form. See on ver. 13. 
— The predicates—ayio¢ (holy, as God’s revelation of Himself, ver. 14 5 2 
Mace. vi. 23, 28), which is assigned to the Mosaic law generally, and dyia, 
duxaia (just, in respect to its requirements, which are only such as accord 
with the holiness), and ayaé4 (excellent, on account of its salutary object), 
which are justly (comp. Acts vii. 38) attributed to the évroA#—exhaust the 
contents of the opposite of duapria in ver. 7. They are acewmulated on 7 
évtoAy, because the latter had just been specially described in ver. 7 ff. as 
that which occasioned the activity of the sin-principle. 

Ver. 13. Paul has hardly begun, in ver. 12, his exposition of the result 
of vv. 7-11, when his train of thought is again crossed by an inference 
that might possibly be drawn from what had just been said, and used 
against him (comp. ver. 7). He puts this inference as a question, and now 
gives in the form of a refutation of it what he had intended to give, accord- 
ing to the plan begun in ver. 12, not in polemical form, but in a sentence 
with dé that should correspond to the sentence with wév. — ara 7 auaprial 
c. éuot éyévero Odvaroc. Altogether involved is the construction adopted by 
Luther, Heumann, Carpzov, Ch. Schmidt, Béhme, and Flatt: aara 7 
duaptia dia tov ayabod pot Katepyalouévn (jv) Odvatov, wa gavy dpuaptia. —iva 
dary x.7.A.] in order that it might appear as sin thereby, that it wrought death 
Jor me by means of the good. iva introduces the aim, which was ordained by 
God for the 7 dy. éuot éyévero Odvaroc. This purposed manifestation (gavq has 
the emphasis) of the principle of sin in its sinful character served as a nec- 
essary preparation for redemption,—a view, which represents the psycho- 
logical history of salvation as a development of the divine joipa. — duapria 
is certainly shown to be the predicate by its want of the article and the par- 
allel dwaprwAdc in the second clause. The predicate attributed to the law in 
ver. 7 is appropriated to that power to which it belongs, namely, sin. 
Ewaltl : that it might be manifest, how sin, etc. But duapria, because it 
would thus be the sin-principle, must have had the article, and the ‘‘ how” 
is gratuitously imported. — iva yévyrav k.7.2.] Climactic parallel (comp. on 2 
Cor. ix. 8; Gal. iii. 14) to wa garg x.7.2., in which yévyras is to be taken of 
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the actual result ; sce on iii. 4, The repetition of the subject of yévyrar (7 
dapria), and of the means employed by it (dca rie evr oAgje), may indeed be 
superfluous, because both are self-evident from what goes before ; but it 
conveys, especially when placed at the close, all the weightier bepladts of 
a solemnly painful, tragic effect. The léss, therefore, is 7 duapria dua 
to be separated from yévyra, and regarded as the resumption and comple- 
tion of 7) djapria (se. éuot éy. Odvaroc) ; in which view there is assigned to the 
two clauses of purpose a co-ordinate intervening position (Hofmann), that 
renders the discourse—running on so simply and emphatically—quite unnec- 
essarily involved. xa inep3., in over-measure, beyond measure. Comp. 1 
Cor. xii. 13 ; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17; Gal. i. 13; and see Wetstein. —dia r7¢ 
évro. | by means of the ee which syabbv it applied so perniciously ; 
a pregnant contrast. — Observe the pithy, climactic, sharply and vividly 
compressed delineation of the gloomy picture. 

Vv. 14-25. Proof not merely of the foregoing telic sentence (Th. Schott), 
but of the weighty main thought py yévorto’ adAd 1) awapria. ‘* For the law 
is spiritual, but man (in his natural situation under the law, out of Christ) is 
of flesh and placed under the power of sin ; against the moral will of his 
better self, he is carried away to evil by the power of the sinful principle 
dwelling in him.” [See Note LXXXIY. p. 292.] 

Ver . 14. Oidaper] ‘Qoavet EXeyev Guodoynuévoy TovrT0 k. O7A6v éatt, Chrysostom. 
Comp. li. 2, 10. 19. Itis not to be written olda uév (Jerome, Estius, Semler, 
Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, Hofmann, Th. Schott), since the following 6’ would. 
only correspond logically with the yév, if Paul, with a view to contrast the 
character of the Jaw with his own character (so Hofmann), had said : oida 
yap, ote 6 wey vouog K.T.A.; Or, In case he had desired to contrast his character 
with his knowledge (so Schott) : oida bev yap K.T.A., odpKevocg di tpt, OF eur dé 
aépxvoc, omitting the éyé, which is the antithesis of the véu0c. — rvevuarixde 
obtains its definition through the contrasted cdpx:voc. Now cdpés is the ma- 
terial phenomenal nature of man opposed to the divine rvedyua, animated 
and determined by the: wvy7 (comp. on iv. 1, vi. 19), and consequently 
atpkiog (of flesh) affirms of the éya, that it is of such a non-pneumatic nature 
and quality.’ So rvevuatixde must affirm regarding the law, that dts essence 
(not the form in which it is given, according to which it appears as ypauya) 
is divine = spiritual: its essential and characteristic quality is homogeneous 
with that of the Holy Spirit, who has made Himself known in the law. 
For believers no proof of this was needed (cidauev), because the véuoc, as 
véjocg Ocov, must be a holy self-revelation of the Divine Spirit ; comp. ver. 12 ; 
Acts vii. 88. Jn consequence of this pneumatic nature the law is certainly 
dWdoKkahog apetig Kat Kaxiag roAéutog (Chrysostom), and its tenor, rooting in 


T. EVTOAs 


1 Not merely direction of life (Ernesti, 
Urspr. ad. Stinde, I. p. 77 ff.). Least of allis 
this rendering sufficient here, looking to the 
strength of the expression cdpxuvos. Not, 
however, as though the capé in itself were 


will and the law ineffectual (ver. 14 ff., viii. 
3), and—in the case of the regenerate—to 
react against the Holy Spirit. Thus the 
odpé itself is opposed to God, and has evil 
lusts and works, not in virtue of the 


evil, something originally evil; but it is the 
seat of the sin-principle, by which it is used 
as its organ to make through it the morals 


necessity of its nature, but as the seat and 
tool of the sin-principle. 


CHAP, VII:, 14. y Gs 
the Divine Spirit, is only fulfilled by those who have the rvetua (Tholuck, 
with Calovius, joining together different references), as indeed the neces- 
sary presupposition is that it Geie éypddy mvetuare (Theodoret), and the con- 
sequence necessarily bound up with its spiritual nature is that there subsists 
no affinity between the law and death (Hofmann) ; but all this is not con- 
veyed by the word itself, any more than is the impossibility of fulfilling the 
law’s demands, based on its pneumatic nature (Calvin : ‘‘Lex coelestem 
quandam et angelicam justitiam requirit”). Following Oecumenius 2, and 
Beza, others (including Reiche, Kéllner, and de Wette) have taken rvedua 
of the higher spiritual nature ef man (i. 9 ; Matt. xxvi. 41), and hence have, 
according to this reference, explained cvevuarixde very variously. #.g. 
Reiche : ‘‘in so far as it does not hinder, but promotes, the development 
and expression of the rvedua 3” de Wette : ‘‘of spiritual tenor and charac- 
ter, in virtue of which it puts forward demands which can only be under- 
stood and fulfilled by the spiritual nature of man.” So too, substantially, 
Rickert. But vv. 22, 25 show that rvevwariucde characterizes the law as véuoc 
Ocod ; consequently the zretva is just the divine, which the natural man, who 
knows and has nothing of the Spirit of God, resists in virtue of the hete- 
rogeneous tendency of his cap. — éyo dé] but TZ, i.e. according to the idiworc 
pervading the entire section : the man, not yet regenerate by the Holy Spirit, 
in his relation to the Mosaic law given to him,—the still unredeemed éyé, who, 
in the deep distress that oppresses him in the presence of the law, ver. 24, 
sighs after redemption. For the subject is in vv. 14-25 necessarily the 
same—and that, indeed, in its unredeemed condition —as previously gave 
its psychological history prior to and under the law (kence the preterites in 
vy. 7-13), and now depicts its position confronting (dé) the pneumatic nature 
of the law (hence the presents in ver. 14 ff.), in order to convey the informa- 
tion (ydp), that not the law, but the principle of sin mighty in man himself, 
has prepared death for him. It is true the situation, which the apostle thus 
exhibits in his own representative Ego, was for himself as an individual one 
long since past ; but he realizes it as present and places it before the eyes 
like a picture, in which the standpoint of the happier present in which he 
now finds himself renders possible the perspective that lends to every feat- 
ure of his portrait the light of clearness and truth. — cdpxevoe made of flesh, 
consisting of flesh, 2 Cor. iii. 3; 1 Cor. iii. 1.2 The signification fleshy, 
corpulentus, Polyb. xxxix. 2. 7, ishere out of place. It is not equivalent to 
the qualitative capkixéc, fleshly (see Tittmann’s Synon. p. 23), that is, affect- 
ed with the quality that is determined by the cape. The cdpxvoc, as the 
expression of the substance,* is far stronger ; and while not including the 
negation of the moral will in man (see ver. 15 ff., 22, 25), indicates the oapé 


1 Ewald : ‘‘ He speaks, if possible even more 
than previously, from the standpoint of one 
not yet redeemed, who finds himself face to 
~ face with the law merely as a simple man, 
and consequently as still lacking all higher 
light and heavenly aid.”—In fact, if all that 
follows can be asserted of the regenerate 
person, ‘the regenerate man would thus be* 


also the unregenerate ;” Baur, in the theol. 
Jahrb. 857, p. 192; neut. Theol. p. 148. 

2 Comp. Plat. Leg. x. p. 906 C; Theocrit. 
xxi. 66 ; LXX. 2 Chron. xxxii. 8; Ezek. xi, 19, 
xxxvi. 26; Addit. Esth. iv. 8: BaovAéa adp- 
KLYOV, 


5 Comp. Holsten, 2. Hv. des Paul. u. Petr, 
p. 897. 
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—that unspiritual, material, phenomenal nature of man, serving by way of 
vehicle for sin—as the element of his being which so preponderates and ren- 
ders the moral will fruitless, that the Apostle, transporting himself into his 
pre-Christian state, cannot—in the mirror of this deeply earnest, and just as 
real as it was painful, self-contemplation—set forth the moral nature of the 
natural man otherwise than by the collective judgment, Iam of flesh ; the 
cdpé, my substantial element of being, prevails on me to such an extent that 
the predicate made of flesh cleaves to me as if to a nature consisting of mere 
odp:. This is the Pauline 7d yeyevvyutvov éx tH¢ capKdc ops éorev (John iii. 6). 
The Pauline 7d yeyevv. éx tov mvebuatoc mvevua éotw follows in chap. vil. 
Since the cép= is the seat of the sin-principle (see ver. 18, comp. ver. 23), 
there is connected with the cépxivoc also the rerpapévoc id tiv duapr., sold, 
as a slave, under the (dominion of) sin i.e. as completely dependent on the 
power of the sin-principle’ as is a serf on the master to whom he is sold : 
q mpacie SovAov mévrwo Tovel Tov mexpapévoy bro THY THO imnpeciag KabioTauEvov 
avayknv, Theodore of Mopsuestia. Comp. 1 Kings xxi. 20, 25 ; 2 Kings 
xvii. 17; 1 Macc. i. 15. The passive sense of rexpay. finds its elucidation in 
ver. 28. mimpdoxecfa, in Greek authors (Soph. 77. 251; Dem. 1304. 8 ; 
Lucian, Asin. 82) with tui (comp. also Ley. xxv. 39; Deut. xxviii. 68 ; 
Isa. 1. 1 ; Baruch iv. 6), is here coupled with ixé (comp. Gal. iv. 3) for the 
more forcible indication of the relation. Compare mimpacxew eic tac yeipac, 
1 Sam. xxiii. 7; Judith vii. 25 ; and on the matter itself, Seneca, de brev. 
vit. 3. 

Ver. 15 elucidates and assigns the reason of this relation of slavery. 
“« For what I perform I know not,” i.e. it takes place on my part without 
cognition of its ethical bearing, in the state of bondage of my moral reason. 
Analogous is the position of the slave, who acts as his master’s tool without 
perceiving the proper nature and the aim of what he does. Augustine, 


1 These very predicates, as strong as pos- 
sible, expressed without limitation, and in 
contrast to mvevyatixds, Should have pre- 
cluded men from explaining it of the 7egen- 
erate man, of the condition in the state of 
grace. Paul would have been speaking in 
defiance of his own consciousness (vi. 14, 
22, viii. 2). See, moreover, Achelis, p. 681 
ff. Theodoret has the true view: tov mpd 
THS XAPLTOS avipwrov Eicdyet moALopKove- 
voy vo TOV mavOv: gapKiKdy yap Kader TOV 
wydémw THS TVEVMAaTLKAS ETMLKOUpPLas 
It is true that there are, in 
the case of the regenerate man also, “in 
natura carnali reliquiae prioris morbi” 
(Melanchthon), and flesh and spirit are at 
warfare in him (viii. 5, Gal. v. 17); but he 
is not cdpxivos as opposed to mvevmarikds, 
and nota slave sold to sin, else he must haye 
fallen back again from his regenerate state. 
Very characteristic is the distinction, that 
in the case of the regenerate man the con- 
flict is between flesh and spirit (i.e. the Holy 


TETUXNKOTA, 


Spirit received by him); but in that of the 
unregenerate man, between the jlesh and 
his own moral reason or vovs, which latter 
succumbs, whilst in the regenerate the vic- 
tory in the conflict may and must fall to 
the Spirit. Comp. on Gal. v. 17; also Baur, 
Paul, W1. p. 158 f. All who have taken the 
subject in our passage to be the man al- 
ready redeemed have necessarily faJlen into 
the error (especially apparent in the case of 
Krummacher) of confounding the struggle 
between flesh and Spirit in the case of the 
regenerate person, with that described in 
our passage in the case of the still unre- 
generate man, who is not yet able to oppose 
the mvedua, but only his own too weak vous, 
to the power of sin in the flesh. From this 
error they should have been deterred by 
the very circumstance that in the entire 
passage (how wholly different in viii. 2 f. !) 
Paul is quite silent regarding the tvedua as 
a power opposed to the oapé and the auap- 
Tla, 


CHAP. VII., 16. Qu 


Beza, Grotius, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Gléckler, Reiche, and 
Reithmayr, erroneously take ywéonw as [ approve, which it never means, not 
even in Matt. vii. 23; John x. 14; 1 Cor. viii. 8 suomi Ole Dime. 
ii. 19; Ps. i. 6; Hosea viii. 4 ; Eccles. xviii. 27. Hofmann’s view, how- 
ever, is also incorrect, that the cognition is meant, ‘‘ which includes the 
object in the subjectivity of the person knowing,” so that the passage denies that 
the work and the inner life have anything in common. In this way the idea 
of the divine cognition, whose object is man (Gal. iv. 9 ; Matt. xii. 23), is 
extraneously imported into the passage. — ot yap 6 0é40 «.7.4.] The proof of 
the 6 katepy. ob ywaoxw. For whosoever acts in the light of the moral cogni- 
tion does not, of course, do that which is hateful to him following his 
practical reason (6 sic), but, on the contrary, that towards which his 
moral desire is directed (6 0é4). The person acting without that cognition, 
carried away by the power of sin in him, does not pursue as the aim of his 
activity (xpdcoe, comp. on i. 32) that which in the morally conscious state 
he would pursue, but, on the contrary, does (roe?) what in that state is 
abhorrent to him.’ The ethical power of resolution, which decides for 
the good, is inactive, and man does the evil that he abhors. Paul conse- 
quently ascribes to the unregenerate man also the moral wish,? which he 
has in rational self-determination ; but he denies to him the action corre- 
sponding thereto, because his moral self-determination does not come into 
exercise in the state of his natural bondage, but he is, on the contrary, 
hurried away to the performance of the opposite. His 6é2ev of the good 
and his jwceiv of the evil are not, therefore, those of the regenerate man, be- 
cause the new man, in virtue of the holy rvedya, emerges from the conflict 
with the capf as a conqueror (against Philippi) ; nor yet the weak velleitas 
of the schoolmen (Tholuck, Reithmayr, comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) ; but a 
real, decided wishing and hating (comp. ver. 16), which present, indeed, 
for the moral consciousness the theory of self-determination, but without 
the corresponding result in the issue. The ‘‘I” in 6420 and jucé is con- 
ceived according to its moral self-consciousness, but in zpdoow and row, 
according to its empiric practice, which runs counter to the self-determina- 
tion of that consciousness. Reiche, in consistency with his misconception. 
of the entire representation, brings out as the pure thought of ver. 15: 
“the sinful Jew, as he appears in experience and history, does the evil 
which the Jew free from sin, as he might and should have been, does not 
approve.” As profane analogies of the moral conflict meant by Paul, comp. 
Epict. Enchir. ii, 26. 4 : 6 wév OéAee (6 duaprdver) ob rosel, Kat 6 jun OéAEe rrocel ; 
Eur. Med. 1079 : Oude 68 Kpeioowy (stronger) rdv éudv Bovdevudror, and the 
familiar ‘‘video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor” (Ovid, Met. vii. 19). 
See also Wetstein, and Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 228 f. 

Ver, 16, Not an incidental inference (Riickert), but an essential carrying 


1 The «.cS must not be weakened, as e.g. thardt, v. freien Willen, p. 405), is perfectly 
by Th. Schott, who makes it equivalent to foreign to the expression, especially in its 
ov déAw in ver. 16. close connection with yer. 14, and is a pure 

2For the idea that this déAev hasonly  émportation. 
come to exist through regeneration (Lu- 
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on of the argument, from which then ver. 17 is further inferred. For the 
relation of the éyé to the law is in fact the very aim of the section (see ver. 
25). — 6 ob 04a] whereto I am unwilling, for in fact I hate it, ver. 15. By 
o the 6éAev is turned into its opposite. Comp. Baeuml. Partik. p. 278 ; 
Ameis on Homer, Odys. iii. 274. —cbudnue 7@ véum, bre Kaddc| since indeed 
the law also desires not what I do. My conduct, therefore, so far as my 
desire is opposed to it, appears, according to this contradiction, as a proof 
that I concur with the law, that it is beautiful, i.e. morally good ; the moral 
excellence which the law affirms of itself (e.g. Deut. iv. 8) I also agree with 
it in acknowledging ; in point of fact, I say yes to it. Comp. also Philippi 
and Hofmann. The wswal view : I grant to the law, that, etc., overlooks the 
ovv, and the reference of the r@ véuw to ovv (I say with). We may add that 
Chrysostom, in loc., has appropriately directed attention to the oixeia 
evyéveca of the moral nature of man. 

Ver. 17. Nuvi dé] does not introduce a minor proposition attaching itself 
with a ‘‘but now” (Reithmayr and Hofmann)—a view which is unsuitable 
to the antithetical form of the expression ; nor is it to be taken, with 
Augustine, as ‘‘nunc in statu gratiae ;” but it is the quite common and, in 
Paul’s writings especially, very frequent as it is, however (see on ili. 21), 
that is, in this actual state of the case, however ; namely, since my 6é/ev, not- 
withstanding my conduct, is not opposed to the law, but on the contrary 
confirms it. In connection with this view ovxérz also is not, possibly, 
temporal, ‘‘ pointing back to a time in which it was otherwise with the 
speaker” (Hofmann), namely, to what is related in vv. 7-11, but logical, as 
in ver. 20, xi. 6 ; Gal. iii. 18. What is indicated by vi dé stands to éya 
katepy. avté in an excluding relation, so that after the former there can be no 
mention of the latter. It is the dialectic non jam, non item (Bornemann ad 
"Xen. Cyr. i. 6, 273; Winer, p. 547 f. [E. T. 618]; comp. Ellendt, Lez. 
Soph. Il. p. 432). — éyo] with emphasis : my personality proper, my self- 
consciousness, which is my real, morally wishing Ego. It is not this “1” 
that performs the evil (aird, 7.e. 6 ob £4, ver. 16), but the principle of sin, 
which has its dwelling-place in me (the phenomenal man), enslaving my 
better—but against its power too weak—will, and not allowing it to attain ac- 
complishment. That év éuoi is not, like éyé, to be taken of the moral self-con- 
scious ‘‘T,” is affirmed by Paul himself in ver. 18. But it is erroneous to 
infer, from what he here says of the éyé, the necessity of the explanation in 
the sense of the regenerate person (see especially Calvin and Philippi) ; for 
if the power practising the evil be not the ‘‘I,” but the potentiality of sin, 
this accords perfectly with the state of the capxixdc, wuyixde (1 Cor. ii. 14), 
Ord THY duaptiav rexpapuévog (ver. 14), consequently of the unregenerate, in 
whom sin rules, and not the grace and power of the Holy Spirit leading the 
moral Ego to victory. In the regenerate man dwells the Spirit (viii. 8 ; 
Gal. v. 16 f. ; 1 Cor. iii. 16), who aids the ‘‘I” in conquering the sin-power 
of the flesh (viii. 13 ff. ; Gal. v. 24). 


1 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 608 B. Theaet. p.199 553; Eur. Wippol. 265; Sturz, Ler. Xen. Ty. 
O, Phaed. p. 64B; Soph. Aj. 271, Oed. R. p. 153. 
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Ver. 18. Basing of the aA?’ 7 oixotca éy éuot duapria in ver. 17 on the human 
(not : Christian) experimental consciousness of the gudvurov xaxdv (Wisd. xii. 
10). — voir’ éorw év rH capxi wov] More precise definition to év éuot, by which 
it is designated, in order to’ make the meaning clear beyond all doubt, ac- 
cording to its aspect of self-verification here meant ; and the latter is ex- 
pressly distinguished from that of the moral self-consciousness, conveyed 
by the éyo in ver. 17, — That good, that is, moral willing and doing, conse- 
quently the opposite of duapria, has its abode in the cépé of man, é.e. in his 
materio-physical phenomenal nature (comp. on ver. 14),1 is negatived by 
ovK oiket. . . . dyady, and this negation is then proved by 1d yap OéAew K.T.A. 
If the odp&, namely, were the seat of the moral nature, so that the will of the 
moral self-consciousness and that residing in the cap harmonized, in that 
case there would be nothing opposed to the carrying out of that moral ten- 
dency of will ; in that case; besides the willing, we should find also in man 
the performance of the morally beautiful (7d xaadv, ‘‘quod candore morali 

nitet,” van Hengel). On the identity of the xadév and the dyafév, accord- 
ing to the Greek view of morality, see Stallb. ad Plat. Sympos. p. 201 C. — 
mapakerrat por] lies before me (Plat. Tim. p. 69 A, Phil. p. 41 D ; 2 Mace. iv. 
4)—a plastic expression of the idea: there is present in me. Paul presents 
the matter, namely, as if he were looking around in his own person, as in a 
spacious sphere, to discover what might be present therein. There he sees 
the 6éAew (70 xaAdv) Immediately confronting him, before his gaze ; but his 
searching gaze fails to discover (ony ebpicxw) the xatepydlecta: rb naadv. The 
performance of the good, therefore, is something not characteristic of the 
natural man, while that @éAew of the moral ‘‘I” is present with him. 
“¢ Tonge a me abest,”” says Grotius aptly in explanation of the reading od se. 
mapakectat, With which, however, ovy eipiccw is perfectly equivalent in sense ; 
so that to render the latter ‘‘I gain it not, i.e. lcan not” (Estius, Kypke, 
Flatt, Tholuck, and Ké6llner), or, ‘‘it is to me unattainable” (Hofmann),:-is 
inconsistent with the correlative mapdkevrai yor, a8 well as the ebpiocxw in ver. 
21. Theodoret has rightly noted the ground of the oby ebpioxw: aofevd. . . 
rept Thy mpaév, érépay émixovpiay (namely, that of the Holy Spirit) ob éyov. 
But the éyé, which has the willing, can not at all be the kawo¢ rvevuarind¢ 
dvOparo¢ (against Philippi), whose 6éAew is the ‘‘ fidet promptitudo” (Calvin), 
because that éyé, clogged by the sinful power of the flesh, is naked and 
void of the carepydtecba. The latter is the simple to bring about, to bring 
into execution (see oni. 27) ; and if, in order to interpret it appropriately of 
the regenerate person, it be made to mean, to Live quite purely (Luther), or 
the ‘‘implere gua decet alacritate” (Calvin), or the act which is in harmony 
with the will sanctified by the Spirit of God (Philippi), these shades of mean- 
ing are purely imported. 

Ver. 19. Proof of rd 0% karepy. 7d Kardv oby ebpicko in ver. 18. For the good 

that I desire I do not ; but the evil that I desire not, that I pursue. Respect- 


1 Jul. Miiller, I. p. 458, ed. 5, wrongly life.’ See against this especially vv. 15, 25. 
takes it here as morally indifferent, *‘ of the viii. 3 ff. Comp. also Rich. Schmidt, Paw. 
collective phenomenal reality of human Christol. p. 14. 
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ing the interlocking of the relative and main clauses, see Winer, p. 155 
[B. T. 164]. 

Ver. 20. From this follows, however, the very proposition to be proved, 
ver, 17, that it is not the moral self, but the sin-principle in man, that per- 
forms the evil. —ov 6é4w] as in ver. 16. 

Vy. 21-23. Result from vv. 14-20. 

Ver. 21. Among the numerous interpretations of this passage, which 
Chrysostom terms dcagéc eipnuévov, and the exposition of which has been 
given up as hopeless by van Hengel and Riickert, the following fall to be 
considered :'—(1) rdv véuov taken generally as rule, necessity, and the like : 
“7 find therefore for me, who am desirous of doing the good, the rule, the una- 
voidably determining element, that evil lies before me ;” so that it is substan- 
tially the érepoc vduoc év toic péAeot, ver. 23, that is here meant. So, in the 
main, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and others, including 
Ammon, Boehme, Flatt, Kéllner, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Nielsen, 
Winer, Baur, Philippi, Tholuck, Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 379, Umbreit, 
‘Krummacher, Jatho, and the latest Catholic expositors, Reithmayr, Maier, 
and Bisping. But it is fatal to this view, that 6 véuoc, in accordance with 
the entire context, can be nothing else than the Mosaic law, since a defini- 
tion altering this wonted reference of the meaning is not appended, but is 
only introduced in ver. 23 by the addition of érepov ; further, that drz uot 7d 
kaxoy rapdxecra is not a relation that presents itself in idea as a véuoc, but, on 
the contrary, as something empirical, as a phenomenon of fact ; and lastly, 
that we should have to expect rdv véuov, in that case, only before ér. (2) 
tov véuov understood of the Mosaic law : ‘‘ I jind therefore in me, who am de- 


sirous of doing the law, (namely) the good, that evil lies before me.” According _ 


to this view, consequently, 7d xaAdy is in apposition with r. vduov, and bre 
x.T.4. is the object of ebpicxw. So, in substance, Homberg, Bos, Knapp, Ser. 
var. arg. p. 389, Klee, Bornemann in Lue. p. xvii, Olshausen, Fritzsche, 
and Krehl. But after what goes before (vv. 15-20), it is inconsistent with 
the context to separate roveiv 7d xaddv ; and, besides, the appositional view 
of 7d xaAdv is a forced expedient, feebly introducing something quite super- 
fluous, especially after the roy véuov prefixed with full emphasis. (8) rv 
vouov likewise taken of the Mosaic law, and rc taken as because: “I sind 
therefore the law for me, who am disposed to do the good, because evil lies before 
me ;” 2.é€. I find therefore that the law, so far as I have the will to do what 
is good, is by my side concurring with me, because evil is present with me 


(and therefore Ineed the law as cvr#yopov and éniretvovra 7d BobAnua, see Chry- - 


sostom). So substantially the Peshito, Chrysostom, Theophylact (cipicke 
dpa Tov véuov ovvnyopovvTd woe, HAovre piv roel Td KaAdY, MW TOLOovVYTE 
08, dvbre éuot rapakerctac Td Kaxdv) ; Comp. also Origen, Theodore of Mopsues- 
tia, Oecumenius (less clearly Theodoret), Hammond, Bengel, Semler, Mo- 
rus, and my own second edition. But the idea, which according to this 
view would be conveyed by the dative 7¢ @éAovre éuot x.7.2., must have been 


1 Leaving out of account Reiche’s misinterpretation as to a double “I” of Jewish 
humanity. 
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more definitely and expressly indicated than by the mere dativus commodi ; 
moreover, this explanation does not harmonize with the apostle’s purpose 
of summing up now, as the result of his previous view, the whole misery, 
in which the natural man sees himself when confronted with the law ; 
see vy. 22-25. Hofmann also, modifying his earlier view 
(Schrifibew. I. p. 549), now understands under 7. véu0ov the Mosaic 
law, and takes 67 in the sense of because, but rd xaddv, as predicate 
to +. véuov, the dative as depending on 7d xaddv, and roeiy, which is 
supposed to be without an object, as belonging to 64. The speaker 
thus declares what he recognizes the law as being, ‘‘namely, as that which 
to him, who is willing to do, is the good ;” and he finds it so, ‘‘ because the 
evil is at hand to him ;” when he ‘comes to act,” the evil is there also, and 
presents itself to him to be done ; which contradiction between the thing 
willed and the thing lying to his hand makes him perceive the harmony be- 
tween his willing and the law, so that, namely, he ‘‘ would be doing what he 
wills, if he were doing that which the law commands.” This extremely tortu- 
ous explanation, which first of all imports the nucleus of the thought which 
is supposed to be expressed so enigmatically, breaks down at the very out- 
set by its assumption that voeiv is meant to stand without object (when I 
come to act !), although the object (comp. vv. 15-20) stands beside it (76 
kaAdv) and according to the entire preceding context necessarily belongs to tt, 
—a statement as to which nothing but exegetical subjectivity can pronounce 
the arbitrary verdict that it is ‘‘ groundless prejudice.” + (4) Ewald’s attrib- 
utive reference of 76 xaxév to the law is utterly erroneous : ‘‘ I find therefore 
the law, when I desire to do what is beautiful, how it lies at hand to me as the 
evil.” Paul assuredly could not, even in this connection, have said 76 xaxév 
of the divine law after vv. 12, 14; comp. ver. 22. (5) Abandoning all 
these views, I believe that rv vénov is to be understood of the Mosaic law 
and joined with ré OéA0vr:, that rovety is to be taken as infinitive of the pur- 
pose (Buttmann, p. 224, E. T. 261), and ore «.7.4. as object of ebpickw (comp. 
Esr. ii. 26) : ‘‘¢t results to me, therefore, that, while my will is directed to the 
law in order to do the good, the evil lies before me.” What deep wretched- 
ness! My moral will points to the law in order to do the good, but the 
evil is present with me in my fleshly nature, to make the @éAe void ! 
What I will, that I cannot do.? In connection with this view, observe : («) 


similar 


17h. Schott does not indeed commit the 
mistake of separating mrovecy from 70 Kadov, 
put he introducesin another way what is 
notin the text: ‘I find the law for me, who 
am willing to do good, such an one as leaves 
the matter on the footing, that to me, etc.” 

2The objections urged against my ex- 
planation are very unimportant. It is said, 
jn particular, that the inversion tov vopov 
7 édovte is harsh (Delitzsch), forced (Phi- 
lippi), strange and meaningless (Hofmann). 
But it is not harsher than the numerous per- 
fectly similar hyperbata found in all classic 
authors (comp. e.g. Xen. Mem. i. 6. 13, where 
the Sophists are termed Thy copiay ot mwAovr- 


tes, Plat. Apol. p. 839 C: tuas ot édéyxovrtes, 
Herod. vii. 184: ras kapyjAovs robs EAavvortas, 
Thue. vi. 64.5: raidra rovs Evvdpacovtas, and 
Poppo in loc. ; also Kiihner, Gramm. II. 1, 
p. 532); and so far from being meaningless, 
the inverted arrangement, very appropri- 
ately to the sense, lays a great emphasis up- 
on Tov véuov. For the voxos, as the divine 
record of the xaAov, in contrast to the caxov 
which lies in man, has the stress, which 
does not rest upon éAovre (Hofmann). Ob- 
serve how the idea of thc law is prominent 
and pervading down to the end of the chap- 
ter, and then again in viii. 2 ff. Least of all 
in the case of such an extremely difficult pas- 
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That the position of the words riv véuov 7H OéAovre épyoi serves, without any 
harshness, to set forth rdv véuov emphatically, just as often also in classical 
writers the substantive with the article is emphatically prefixed to the par- 
ticiple with the article, on which it depends (see Kiihner ad Xen. Mem. i. 6. 
18 ; Bornemann and Kiihner ad Anabd. v. 6, 7 ; Kriiger, § 50, 10. 1; Bern- 
hardy, p. 461) ;—(@) That 6é4e with the accusative as object of the will- 
ing, i.e. of the moral striving and longing, of desire and love, is particu- 
larly frequent in the LXX. (see also Matt. xxvii. 43 and the remark there- 
on) ; compare here, especially, Isa. v. 24 : ob yap 76éAjoav tov vopuoy Kupiov. 
(c) Finally, how aptly the cvvjdoua yap 7 véuy «.7.2. in the illustrative 
clause that follows, ver. 22, harmonizes with the riv véuoy 7O OéAovTe Epoi 5 
while the subsequent PAérw dé érepov véduov k.7.2., in ver. 23, answers to the 
bre éuol Td KaKdv Tapaxertat. [See Note LXXXYV. p. 294. |—The dative 76 béhovre 
éuoi is that of the ethical reference: deprehendo mihi, experience proves it 
tome. Comp. etpéOy wor, ver. 10.7 . 
Vv. 22, 23. Antithetical illustration of ver. 21. — curgdouat 7. véuw r. Oso] 
The compound nature of the verb is neither to be overlooked (as by Beza and 
others, including Riickert and Reiche), nor to be taken as a strengthening 
of it (KGllner), or as apud animum meum laetor (Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, de Wette, Tholuck, and Philippi). It means: I rejoice with, which 
sense alone consists with linguistic usage.” By this, however, we.are not to 
understand the joy over the law, shared with others (van Hengel and others)— 
an idea here foreign to the connection ; nor yet the joyful nature of taking 
part in the law (Hofmann), whereby the necessary conception of joy im com- 
mon falls away ; but rather: I rejoice with the law of God, so that its joy 
(the law being personified) is also mine. It is the agreement of moral sym- 
pathy in regard to what is good. Comp. on ctu in ver. 16. So also 
ovuumevOsiv tiv, ovvadyeiv tiv, «.7.2, 3 Similarly ocvAAvrotuevoc, Mark iii. 5. 
Rightly given in the Vulgate ; ‘‘condelector legi (not lege) Dei.” Comp. 1 
Cor. xili. 6 : ovyyaiper ry aAnOeia. The Mosaic law is described as véuoc Ocow 
(genit. auctoris) in contrast to the érepoc véuoc, Which is the law opposed to 
God. — kara tr. éow dvfp.| The rational and moral nature of man, deter- 
mined by conscience (ii. 15), is, as the inward man, distinguished from the 


outward man that appears in the body and its members.* 6 voc in its con- 


sage should people suppose that they may 
dismiss a linguistically unassailable explana- 
tion by vague and merely dogmatical ob- 
jections. 

1 Hom, Od, xxi. 304: of 8 atré mpdétw Kaxdyv 
Soph. Aj. 1144: & pde- 

O. R. 546: Svopev yap 
kai Bapvv o° evpynk emol. Oed. C. 970: obk ay 
é€evpors euot apaptias Gveidos ovSév, Plat, 
Step. p. 421 BE ; Eur, Jon. 1407. 

2 Plat. Rep. p. 462 E; Dem. 519. 10, 579, 
19; Soph. Qed. @. 1898; Eur. Med. 136; 
Sturz, Lew, Xen. 1V. p. 184; Reisig, nar. 
Soph. Oed. C. 1398. 

SIt is erroneous to discoyer in the ex- 
pression the designation of the regenerate 


eUpeTo oivoBapelwr, 
yu av ovK av edpes, 


man (Luther, Melanchthon,Calvin, Calovius, 
Krummacher, and others), or to say (as 
Delitzsch does) that Paul means the higher 
better self produced or liberated by the 
grace of the discipline of the law (Psychol. 
p. 880). The unregenerate man also, 
whether the law have already taken him 
into its training or not, has the écw dv3pw- 
wos, and the connection alone must decide 
whether the écw avdpwros of the passage 
relates to the redeemed or the unredeemed. 
The inner man is that which receéves the 
Spirit and grace (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16; Eph. 
iii. 16), and not the work of these. The 
latter is the new man (Bph. ii. 10, iv. 24), 
In our passage the entire connection de- 
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trast to cap designates the same thing a@ potiori ; gee on Eph. iii. 16, 2 Cor. 
iv. 16; also 1 Pet. iii. 4, and Huther in loc. Philo (p. 533, Mang.) terms 
it dvOpwro¢ év avOpdry. [See Note LXXXVI. p. 294.]— BAérw] Here also 
Paul represents himself as a spectator of his own personality, and as‘such he 
sees, etc. — érepov] a law of another nature, not ardov. Comp. ver. 4, and on 
Gal. 1. 6. —év roi¢ péAeoi pov] sc. dvra, correlative, even by its position, with 
Kara Tov éow avSpwrov. Fritzsche and Hofmann join év roi¢ péA. pov avriorpar.,? 
whereby, however, the importance of the added elements avriorpar. «7.4. is 
more subordinated to the év 7. uéA. ov, and the symmetry of the discourse 
unnecessarily disturbed ; comp. below, 76 évre év roig pwéA. pov. The mem- 
vers, as the instruments of activity of the cap, are, seeing that the odpé it- 
self is ruled by sin (vv. 18, 25), that in which the power of sin (the dictate 
of the sin-principle, 6 véuog rie duapr.) pursues its doings. This activity in 
hand, eye, etc. (comp. vi. 13, 19), is directed against the dictate of the 
moral reason, and that with the result of victory ; hence the figures drawn 
from war, avriotpar. and also aiyuadwr.-—The véuo¢ tov vodc—in which the 
genitive is neither to be taken as that of the subject (Fritzsche : ‘quam 
mens mea constituit ;’ comp. Hofmann, ‘‘ which man gives to himself”), 
nor epexegetically (Th. Schott), but locally, corresponding to the év roic¢ péd. 
fov—is not identical with the véuoc 7. Oecd in ver. 22 (Usteri, Kéllner, Ol- 
shausen, and others), just because the latter is the positive law of God, the 
law of Moses ; but itis the regulator of the cvvidec Sat TO vduw Tov Oeov (Ver. 22), 
implied in the moral reason and immanent in the voc. As to vovc, which is 
here, in accordance with the connection, the reason in its practical activity, 
the power of knowledge in its moral quality as operating to determine the 
moral will,? see Stirm in the Ti. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 46 ff. ; Beck, didi. 


% 
cides that it is the éow avdpwmros of the un- 
regenerate man which is meant, in his re- 
lation to the law; to him also belongs, as 
respects his moral “I” (although this is 
quite arbitrarily denied by Philippi, follow- 
ing Melanchthon, and many others), the 
ovrysomar TH vouw T. Ocod (Comp. Ii. 15), and 
it must belong to him, since the sinful 
nature has its seat and home in the capé, 
vy. 18, 25, as the antithesis of the vois. 
This does not indeed consist with the as- 
sumption that it is precisely the higher 
powers of the natural man that by nature 
are at diametrical variance with God and 
His law (form. Cone. p. 640 f.), but it 
nevertheless rests on an exegetic basis. 
Comp. on Eph. iii. 16. The capé, however, 
with the power of sin dwelling in it, over- 
powers the vods so that it becomes in 
bondage, darkened, and in the activity 
of its conscience blunt and perverted ; 
hence it requires renewal (xii. 2): comp. 
Weiss, idl. Theol. § 95. There remains, 
therefore, the necessity for redemption of 
the whole natural man, as also his incapac- 
ty for self-attainment of salvation; and it 


is an error to see in that contradiction to 
the Formula Concordiae aught to shake the 
Pauline doctrine of atonement and justi- 
fication by faith alone (Delitzsch), De- 
litzsch brings against me the charge of 
being un-Lutheran and unbiblical. The 
latter I must deny; the former does not 
affect me as exegete, since as such I have 
only to inquire what is exegetically 7ight or 
wrong. Philippi, p. 807, ed. 3, note, quotes 
against me authorities (of very various 
kinds) which as such prove nothing; and 
reminds me of the position of investigation 
astothe ideaof the oépé. I may be trusted 
to possess some acquaintance with the po- 
sition of such investigations, including 
even those which the respected theologian 
has not embraced in his quotations and to 
some extent could not yet do so. 

1 Compare Th. Schott, who however ren- 
ders év: in the power of my members. 

2 Consequently the morally willing faculty 
of the human mvedua, Comp. (against Hol- 
sten) Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeétschr. 1871, 
p. 165 f.; Kluge /.c. 
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Seelenl. p. 49 ff. ; Delitzsch, p. 179 ; Kluge in the Jahrb. f. D. Tis ls pe 
327. The form vode belongs to the later Greek. See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 
453, —xal aiypar. K.7.2.] and makes me prisoner-of-war to the law of sin (makes 
me subject to the power of the sin-principle) which is iv my members. The 
ye does not denote the inner man, the vove (Olshausen), for it, regarded in 
itself, continues in the service of the law of God (ver. 25) ; but the appar- 
ent man, who would follow the leading of the voic. He it is, for the con- 
trol of whom the law of sin contends with the moral law. The former con- 
quers, and thereby, while the moral law has lost its influence over him, 
makes him its prisoner-of-war (Luke xxi. 24; 2 Cor. x. 5) ; so that he is 
now—to express the same idea by another figure—xerpapévoc imo tT. auapriav, 
ver. 14,—a trait of the gloomy picture, which likewise does not apply to 
the condition of the redeemed, viii. 2. —76 véuw tie auapr.] is identical with 
the véuoc that was previously, without more precise definition, called érepo¢ 
véuoc. Instead, namely, of saying : ‘‘ and made me Zts prisoner,” Paul char- 
acterizes—as he could not avoid doing in order to complete the antithesis 
—the victorious law, not previously characterized, as that which it is, and 
says : aiyyad. wet. vou@ duapt. Here +. duapr. is the genitivus auctoris ; tr. 
voug, however, is not instrumental (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact), 
but can only be taken as the dative of reference (commodi). The observa- 
tion T@ évru év Toic uéAect wov, emphatically added to make the disgrace more 
palpably felt, obviates the misconception that a power different from the 
érepoc vduoc was meant. [See Note LXXXVH, p. 295.] We must dismiss, 
therefore, the distinctions unsupported by evidence that following Origen, 
Jerome, and Oecumenius, but not Ambrosiaster) have been attempted ; e.g. 
recently by K6llner, who thinks that the érepoc véuoc means the demands of 
the sensuous nature, so far as they manifest themselves ingindividual cases 
as bodily lusts, while the vduo¢ rt. duapr. is the sensuous nature itself con- 
ceived as a sinful principle ; or by de Wette, who thinks that the former is 
the proneness to sim which expresses itself in the determinableness of the 
will by the sensuous nature, while the latter is the same proneness, so far as 
it conflicts with the law of God, and by the completed resolution actually en- 
ters into antagonism thereto (comp. Umbreit) ; or by Ewald (comp. also 
Grotius and van Hengel), who thinks that Paul here distinguishes two pairs 
of kindred laws : (1) the eternal lavw ef God, and alongside of it, but too weak 
in itself, the law of reason ; and (2) the law of desire, and along with it, as 
still mightier, the law of sin. Similarly also Delitzsch, Reithmayr, and 
Hofmann. The latter distinguishes the law of sin from the law in the mem- 
bers, in such a way that the former is prescribed by sin, as the lawgiver, to 
all those who are subject to it ; the latter, on the contrary, rules in the bod- 
ily nature of the individual, as soon as the desire arises in him.'— aiypyaro- 


1 Calovius gives the right view: ‘Lex 
membrorum et lex peceati idem sunt, ut e 
verbis apostoli (év) TG vouw ris amaptias TO 
6vTe év Tots méAeot mov liquet.” The 
clear words themselves do not convey, 
moreover, the distinction between the pro- 


duced and the producer (Delitzsch) ; but, 
on the contrary, the law of sin coincides 
completely with the law of the members, 
as already Augustine perceived, de nupt. 
et concwp. i. 30: “‘captivantem sub lege pec- 
cati, h. e, sub se ipsa.” Comp. also Theo- 


CHAP. VII., 24. 285 
ti<w belongs to the age of Diodorus, Josephus, ete. (alypadorebo is still 
later).? 

Ver. 24. The marks of parenthesis in which many include vv. 24, 25, 
down to jjuav, or (Grotius and Flatt) mercly ver. 25 down to juav, Should be 
expunged, since the flow of the discourse is not once logically interrupted. 
— tahairupoc k.t.A.]| The oppressive feeling of the misery of that captivity 
finds utterance thus. Here also Paul by his ‘‘I” represents the still wnre- 
deemed man in his relation to the law. Only with the state of the latter, 
not with the consciousness of the regenerate man, as if he ‘‘ as it were” were 
crying ever afresh for a new Redeemer from the power of the sin still re- 
maining in him (Philippi), does this wail and cry for help accord. The 
regenerate man fas that which is here sighed for, and his mood is that 
which is opposite to the feeling of wretchedness and death, v. 1 ff., viii. 1 ff. ; 
being that of freedom, of overcoming, of life in Christ, and of Christ in 
him, of peace and joy in the Holy Spirit, of the new creature, to which old 
things have passed away. Comp. Jul. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 458 f., 
ed. 5. The objection of Reiche, that Paul would, according to this view, 
speak of himself while he was thinking of men of quite an opposite frame 
of mind, is not valid ; for that longing, which he himself had certainly felt 
very deeply in his pre-Christian life, and into whose painful feelings he 
transports himself back all the more vividly from the standpoint of his dliss- 
Sul state of redemption,® could not but, in the consistent continuation of the 
idiosis, be here individualized and realized as present through his éyé. And 
this he could do the more unhesitatingly, since no doubt could thereby be 
raised in the minds of his readers regarding his present freedom from the 
radarwpia over which he sighs. Reiche himself, curiously enough, regards 
ver. 24 as the cry for help of Jewish humanity, to which ‘‘a redeemed one 
replies” in viii. 1; ver. 25, standing in the way, being a gloss !—radaiz. 
éy® dv0p.] Nominative of exclamation: O wretched man that I am ! See 
Kuhner, I J,. p. 413 Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 182.]—‘eteix., Rev. i. 17, 
very frequent in the tragedians : Plat. Huthyd. p. 302 B; Dem. 548. 12, 
425. 11.—ocera] Purely future. In the depth of his misery the longing 
after a deliverer asks as if in despair: who will it be? —éx tov cépartog Tt. 
Savdrov tobvtov] robrov might indeed grammatically be joined to céyatoc 
(Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and many others, including Olshausen, 
Philippi, Hofmann, and Th. Schott), since one may say, 70 cépa tr. 9. rovro 5 
but the sense is against it. For that which weighs upon him, namely, the 


perienced it, and whose triumphant bliss 


dore of Mopsuestia, who declares himself 


expressly and decidedly against the inter-. 


pretation of our passage as pointing to 
Jour laws. 

1 See Thom. Mag. p. 23; Lobeck ad Phryn. 
p. 442. 

2 This applies also against Delitzsch’s as- 
sertion, that the very form of this lamen- 
tation shows that it proceeds from the 
breast of a converted person. How nat- 
ural is it, rather, that Paul should repre- 
sent the redemption, as he had himself ex- 


he bore in his own bosom, as the object of 
the longing and sighing of the still unre 
deemed! And who can assert that he him- 
self sighed otherwise, before Christ laid 
hold on him? Thus we here listen to the 
echo of what was once forced from his 
own breast. Where such sighing occurs, it 
is not the state of grace of the converted, 
but merely the operation of the so-called 
gratia praeveniens (comp. the Erlangen 
Zeitschrift, 1864, 6, p. 378 ff.). 
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being dependent on the body as captive of the law of sin, lies in the fact 
that the body belongs to this death, i.e. to the death ineurred by sin (which 
is not physical, but eternal death, comp. ver. 10 ff.), consequently to this 
shameful death, as its seat ;* not in the fact that this relation takes place in 
the present body, or in a present time posited with the quality of the 
earthly body. [See Note LXXXVII. p. 295.] If the words of the person 
who exclaims should amount to no more than “‘ the hopeless wish to get rid 
of the body, in which he is compelled to live,” without expressing, however, 
the desire to be dead (Hofmann), they would yield a very confused concep- 
tion. Moreover, by postponing the pronoun, Paul would only have ex- 
pressed himself very unintelligibly, had his meaning been hoe corpus mortis, 
and not corpus mortis hujus (Vulgate). Comp. Acts v. 20, xiii, 26. The 
correct explanation therefore is : ‘‘ Who shall deliver me, so that I be no longer 
dependent on the body, which serves as the seat of so shameful a death ?” or, in 
other words : ‘‘ Who shall deliver me out of bondage under the law of sin into 
moral freedom, in which my body shall no longer serve as the seat of this shameful 
death ?” Comp. viii. 9, vi. 6, vii. 5, 10 ff. ; Col. ii. 11. With what vivid and 
true plastic skill does the deeply-stirred emotion of the apostle convey this 
meaning ! underneath which, no doubt, there likewise lies the longing 
‘after a release from the sinful natural life” (Th. Schott). In detail, ri¢ ye 
pboeras corresponds with the aixperoril. pe TO vouw tHe du. In ver. 2335 é 
Tov cOu. with the 76 évre év totic wéAeci wov in ver. 23 ; and robivov denotes the 
death as occasioned by the tragic power of sin just described also in ver. 
23 ; the genitive relation is the same asin vi. 6. The rendering ‘‘ mortal 
body” is condemned by the close connection of rovvov with Yavdrov, whether 
(inconsistently enough with the context, see vy. 23, 25, viii. 1, 2) there be 
discovered in the words the longing for death (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theo- 
phylact, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius, Clericus, Balduin, Koppe, and others), 
or, with Olshausen (introducing what is foreign to the argument), the long- 
ing ‘“‘only to be redeemed from the mortal body, i.e. from the body that 
through sin has become liable to perish, so that the Spirit may make it alive.” 
Finally, as in vi. 6, so also here, those explanations are to be rejected 
which, in arbitrary and bold deviation from the Pauline usage, take coua 
not of the human body, but as ‘‘mortifera peccati massa” (Calvin, Cappel, 
Homberg, Wolf) ; or: ‘‘the system of sensual propensities (céua), which 
is the cause of death” (Flatt) ; or: ‘‘death conceived as a monster with a 
body, that threatens to devour the éé” (Reiche). = 

Ver. 25. Not Paul himself for himself alone, but, as is shown by the fol- 
lowing dpa oty «.7.A., the same collective ‘‘T” that the Apostle has person- 
ated previously, speaks here also—expressing, after that anguish-cry of 
longing, its feeling of deep thankfulness toward God that the longed-for 
deliverance has actually come to it through Christ. There is not change of 
person, but change of scene, Man, still unredeemed, has just been bewail- 
ing his wretchedness owt of Christ ; now the same man is im Christ, and 
gives thanks for the bliss that has come to him in the train of his ery for 


1 Comp. Ex. x, 17 : wepteAétw am’ éuod Tov Sdévarov TovTOY, 
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help. —ebyapioré +. OeG] For what? is not expressed, quite after the 
manner of lively emotion; but the question itself, ver. 24, and the va ’I. X., 
prevent any mistake regarding it. [See Note LXXXIX. p. 296.]— dea Inoow 
Xpiotov] aitiov bvrog tHe ebyapiotiag To’ Xpiorovd* avtd¢ yap, dyol, KaTopYucev 
& 6 vdjLog ovK HOvvHIH’ aitd¢ pe EPploaro éx THe doVeveiac TOV oouaToC, Evdvuvaooas 
av7d, Gore ynxéte Tupavveiadat bd THe duaptiac, Theophylact. Thus, to the 
apostle Christ is the mediator of his thanks,—of the fact itse/f, however, 
that he gives thanks to God, not the mediator through whom he brings his 
thanks to God (Hofmann). Comp. on i. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 57; Col. iii. 17 ; 
similar is év évéuarz, Eph. v. 20. — dpa obv] infers a concluding summary of 
the chief contents of vv. 14-24, from the immediately preceding cixapiord 
.... uov. [See Note XC. p. 296.] Seeing, namely, that there lies in the 
foregoing expression of thanks the thought: ‘it is Jesus Christ, through 
whom God has saved me from the body of this death,” it follows thence, 
and that indeed on a retrospective glance at the whole exposition, ver. 
14 ff., that. the man himself, out of Christ—his own personality, alone and 
confined to ttself—achieves nothing further than that he serves, indeed, 
with his vote the law of God, but with his cépé is in the service of the law 
of sin. It has often been assumed that this recapitulation does not connect 
itself with the previous thanksgiving, but that the latter is rather to be 
regarded as a parenthetical interruption (see especially Riickert and 
Fritzsche); indeed, it has even been conjectured that dpa viv... . duaptiac 
originally stood immediately after ver. 23 (Venema, Wassenbergh, Keil, 
Lachmann, Praef. p. X, and van Hengel). , But the right sense of airdc éya 
is thus misconceived. It has here no other meaning than f myself, in the 
sense, namely, J for my own person, without that higher saving intervention, 
which I owe to Christ. The contrast with others, which airé¢ with the 
personal pronoun indicates (comp. ix. 3, xv. 14 ; Herm. ad. Vig. p. 735 ; 
Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 317), results always from the context, and is here 
evident from the emphatic d:é *Ijoov Xpiorov, and, indeed, so that the 
accent falls on airéc.2 Overlooking this antithetic relation of the ‘TZ my- 
self,” Pareus, Homberg, Estius, and Wolf conceived that Paul wished to 
obviate the misconception as if he were not speaking in the entire section, 
and from ver. 14 onwards in particular, as a regenerate man ; K6llner 
thinks that his object now is to establish still more strongly, by his own 
feeling, the truth of what he has previously advanced in the name of hu- 
manity. Others explain: ‘‘just J,” who have been previously the subject of 
discourse (Grotius, Reiche, Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi, Maier, and van 
Hengel ; comp. Fritszche : ‘‘ipse ego, qui meam vicem deploravi,” and 


1S0 also, substantially, Hofmann and 
Th. Schott; comp. Baur, Reithmayr, Bis- 
ping, Mircker, and Delitzsch, p. 9883. 
Wrongly interpreted by Thomasius, I. p. 
278 : according to my Ego proper. The avrds 
éyé, is, infact, at the same time the subject 
of the second clause. 

2Tt is maintained without due reason by 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 91 A, that if 


.airés stand before the personal pronoun (as 


here), the atte” has the emphasis, and vice 
versa. The striking vivacity of Greek dis- 
course has not bound itself down so me- 
chanically. Comp. Bremi ad Dem. Phil. 
I. 24, p. 128; Herm. Opusc. I. p. 322 ff. In 
the particular cases the connection must 
decide. 
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Ewald) ; which is indeed linguistically unobjectionable (Bernhardy, p. 
290), but would furnish no adequate ground for the special emphasis 
which it would have, Others, again, taking airé¢ as equivalent to 6 avroc 
(see Schaefer, Melct. p. 65 ; Herm. ad Soph. Antig. 920, Opuse. I. p. 332 £.; 
Dissen ad Pind. p. 412) : ego idem: ‘‘cui convenit sequens distributio, qua 
videri posset unus homo in duos veluti secari,” Beza. So also Erasmus, 
Castalio, and many others ; Klee and Riickert. But in this view also the 
connection of dpa ody «.r.2. with the foregoing thanksgiving is arbitrarily 
abandoned ; and the above use of aitéc as synonymous with 6 airéc, is 
proper to Ionic poetry, and is not sanctioned by the N. T. Olshausen, 
indeed, takes air. ty as I, the one and the same (have in me a twofold 
element), but rejects the usual view, that dpa. . . . duapriac is a recapitula- 
tion of ver. 14 ff., and makes the new section begin with ver. 25 ;* so that, 
after the experience of redemption has been indicated by ei yapioré k.7.2., 
the completely altered inner state of the man is now described ; in which 
new state the vovs appears as emancipated and serving the law of God, and 
only the lower sphere of the life as stillremaining under the law of sin. 
But against this view we may urge, firstly, that Paul would have expressed 
himself inaccurately in point of logic, since in that case he must have 
written : dpa obv airocg éyo TH pév capxl dovAsbw véu@ auaptiac, TH d& vot véuw 
@cov ; secondly, that according to vv. 2, 3, 9 ff. the redeemed person is en- 
tirely liberated from the law of sin ; and lastly, that if the redeemed person 
remained subject to the law of sin with the cdp£, Paul could not have said 
ovdéy KaTaxpia K.T.A. In ver. 1; for see vv. 7-9. Umbreit takes it as : even 
I; a climactic sense, which is neither suggested by the context, nor in keep- 
ing with the deep humility of the whole confession. — dovieiw véum Ozod] in 
so far as the desire and striving of my moral reason (see on ver. 28) are 
directed solely to the good, consequently submitted to the regulative 
standard of the divine law. At the same time, however, in accordance 
with the double character of my nature, I am subject with my cdp£ (see on 
ver. 18) to the power of sin, which preponderates. (ver. 23), so that the 
direction of will in the vote does not attain to the catepydteoPa. 


Remark 1. The mode in which we interpret vv. 14-25 is of decisive impor- 
tance for the relation between the Church-doctrine of original sin, as more ex- 
actly expressed in the Formula Concordiae,? and the view of the apostle ; inas- 
much as if in ver. 14 ff. it is the wrredeemed man under the law and its disci- 
pline, and not the regenerate man who is under grace, that is spoken of, then 
Paul affirms regarding the moral nature of the former and concedes to it what 
the Church-doctrine decidedly denies to it’—comparing it (Form. Cone. p. 661 


1 The section is also made to begin with 
ver. 25 by Th. Schott and Hofmann; the 
former with apa ody, and the latter with 
evxapitoT®, But it is only with ovSéy caraxpr- 
pa that the new scene opens, of which the 


the inference: “Si autem in beato ap. 
Paulo et aliis renatis hominibus naturale 
vel carnale liberum arbitrium etiam post 
regenerationem legi divinae repugnat, guanto 
magis ante regenerationem legi et voluntati 


ery of thanksgiving, ver. 25, was only a 
previous glimpse broken off again by dpa otv 
autos ey K.T.A. 

2 It employs our passage (see p. 660) for 


Dei rebellabit et inimicum erit.’’ 
3 Comp. Jul. Miiller, x @. Stinde, Il. p. 
238 f., ed. 5. 4 
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f.) with a stone, a block, a pillar of salt—in a way that cannot be justified (in 
opposition to Frank, Theol. d. Concordienformel, I. p. 188 f.). Paul clearly as- 
cribes to the higher powers of man (his reason and moral will) the assent to 
the law of God ; while just as clearly, moreover, he teaches the great dispro- 
portion in which these natural moral powers stand to the predominance of the 
sinful power in the flesh, so that the liberwm arbitrium in spiritualibus is wanting 
to the natural man, and only emerges in the case of the converted person (vill. 
2). And this want of moral freedom proceeds from the power of sin, which is, 
according to ver. 8 ff., posited even with birth, and which asserts itself in op- 
position to the divine law. 

Remark 2. How many a Jew in the present day, earnestly concerned about 
his salvation, may, in relation to his law, feel and sigh just as Paul has here 
done ; only with this difference, that unlike Paul he cannot add the edyapioto 
TO Oew K.T.A. ! 


Norres py AMERICAN Eprror. 


LXXVIT. Ver. 1. 7} dyvoetre «.7.A. 


On this point Philippi says: “‘In the nature of things, 7 usually relates to the 
subject immediately preceding ; but there is no logical necessity for this. The 
point of connection may also lie farther back, provided that there is sufficient 
reason for this, and that it is obvious to the reader. But here this is actually 
the case. The proposition vi. 14 might, as vi. 15 shows, lie open to a danger- 
ous misconstruction. This must first of all be repelled. After this is done in 
vi. 16-23, the Apostle returns, according to intention, to vi. 14, in order to 
expand the sentiment of that verse more fully, and defend it against the doubts 
that might arise.”” He allows, however, the connection suggested by Meyer, 
if the necessity is felt of thus formally connecting with what immediately pre- 
cedes. Whatever may be said upon this matter, it cannot be doubted that 
these early verses of ch. vii. are united in thought to vi. 14. Weiss ed. Mey. 
holds vi. 15-23 to be a development of the first half of vi. 14, and vii. 1-6 of 
the second half of that verse. 


LXXVIII. Ver. 2. 7 yap iravdpoc yivn k.T.A. 


The illustration here given is adopted, as we may suppose, because it pre- 
sents a case to which that of the Christian is analogous—namely, where, with- 
out actually dying, a person dies, or is as it were put to death, so far as the: 
law is concerned. véyoc, in all cases of its occurrence in these verses, refers to 
the Mosaic law—unless it be at the end of ver. 2, where the addition of the 
genitive, tod avdpéc, may determine its meaning to be “‘the legal power with 
which the husband isinvested’’ (Godet). But probably, even in this instance, 
it means the Mosaic law, so far as this law relates to the husband, or that pro- 
vision of it which bears on the marriage bond, 


LXXIX. Ver. 2. catipyntat ard Tob véuov Tod avdpdc. 


The view of Meyer that xarijpynrac has a sense corresponding to éavardOyte 
of ver. 4, (though Weiss ed. Mey. holds that this is an undue pressing of the 
word), seems to be justified by the point of the illustration. The adoption of 
this view, which naturally carries with it also Meyer’s view of ka? ieic of ver. 
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4, gives a far simpler and more natural explanation of the xai of that phrase 
than the one which Weiss resorts to, namely, you also, like all who, according to 
this analogy, are released from a legal obligation. Karnpyntat means, destroyed so 
far as she is related to the law, and thus freed from it. 


LXXX. Ver. 4. ele 76 yevéobar tude érépu. 


The point of the analogy is simply the termination of relations to the oid 
state, In respect to this there is a strict parallelism between the believer and 
the married woman whose case is supposed. The other elements of the illus- 
tration, with which the Apostle deals in a measure for the purpose of emphasis, 
are of secondary importance, and hence the correspondence so far as these are 
concerned is not to be pressed, and the search for exactness will be vain. No 
confident judgment can be pronounced as to whether the Apostle had definitely 
in mind a “first husband” in the case of the Christian, or, if so, whether it 
was sin or the law; and, for the same reason, it cannot be decided with 
certainty whether the figure of marriage is continued, as Meyer supposes, in 
Kapropopjowpsy. Among the most recent commentators, Godet says of this verb, 
‘¢ By this expression he unmistakably continues and completes the figure which 
he began, namely, that of marriage.’’ while Weiss ed. Mey. claims that the 
finding a continuance of the figure in the word is the result only of an ar- 
tificial mode of interpreting. The true view lies, doubtless, between the two— 
that it may be continued, and may not, 


LXXXI. Ver. 6. dore dovAetery nude x.T.A. 


The expressions used in vv, 5, 6 anticipate, on the one hand, the thought 
which is brought out later in this chapter (see vv. 22, 23), and, on the other 
hand, carry the mind of the reader back to the preceding chapter (see vv. 4, 6, 
18, etc.). This fact indicates the close connection of these six verses with 
what goes before, and also confirms the probability, derived from other 
parts of the two chapters, as well as from chap. viii. that the writer is pursuing 
a single line of thought throughout this entire section of the Epistle (chapters 
vi. 1—viii. 39). 


LXXXII. Ver. 7 ff. ri odv époipev; 6 vduocg duaprtia; 


At this point the Apostle takes up the second of the two questions men- 
tioned in a previous note, which are naturally suggested by v. 20—the verse 
in connection with which the present section of the Epistle (vi—viii.) is intro- 
duced. If the doctrine of justification by faith does not directly lead to con- 
tinuance in sin, does it not involve the. view of the divine (Mosaic) law which 
makes that law ‘‘a something, whose ethical nature is immoral?’ In the im- 
mediate sequence of thought and grammatical connection, however, the ques- 
tion arises out of what is said of the law in vy. 5, 6—odv pointing to those 
verses. The answer to the question is presented in the same form as in vi. 2; 
‘but the proof confirming the negative is set forth in a less direct way. In the 
confirmatory passage containing this proof, vv. 7-13, there are several ele- 
ments: In the order of succession, (a) the statement that the law is not sin, but 
the means of the knowledge of sin ; (b) the way by which it becomes the 
means to this end ; (c) the condition of the man to whom the law comes, both 
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before and after its coming ; (d) sin, not the law, is the sinful thing, as made 
manifest by the fact that it uses the holy law asa means to bring about its 
ownends. Jn the order of importance, as related to the question of ver. 7, a 
and d are of primary consequence, and d contains the positive statement 
which is in direct contrast with the negative in the phrase ju) yévoiro ; b and e, 
however, are further developed, and brought into special prominence in vv. 14— 
23, and the writer thus shows that they involve thoughts of especial interest 
in his discussion. 


LXXXIII. Vv. 7-13. 


With respect to the development of the thought in vv. 7-13, the following 
points may be noticed: (1) aAAd, of ver. 7, evidently does not express the 
absolute contrast, which is commonly set forth in such sentences by the use 
of this word after a negative particle. Possibly the Apostle, in using it, may 
have had in mind the thought of the 13th verse, and have supposed that the 
reader would adjust the relations of the passage properly when he should have 
reached that verse. In Gal. iv. 8, dAAd contrasts with the idea of the sonship 
into which the readers had been brought (see the preceding verses), that of 
desiring and turning toa new bondage. Yet the latter idea is not found in 
the clause which is opened by the ddd, but in a succeeding one introduced by 
moc. This and similar passages, though not in exact correspondence with the 
case here presented, may serve to illustrate the freedom of Paul’s method of 
writing in reference to such words. The 8th verse here, with its dé, belongs in 
close connection with the clauses from aAAd to ériupyjoecc of ver. 7, and fills 
out to completeness the thought of those clauses. Ver. 8, however, anticipates 
in substance the idea of ver. 13.—(2) Meyer seems to be correct in holding that 
the meaning of otk éyrov is I did not know—pointing to the Apostle’s own 
history—and not I should not have known. The reference, also, is, as Meyer 
says, to the consciousness of sin as a power and active principle. This is 
clearly indicated by the following verses. The meaning of ovk 7devv, on the 
other hand, is probably, though not certainly, equivalent to ov« dv Ade (only, 
“more definite and confident,’ Mey.). It seems not improbable, also, that the 
Apostle may have intended to carry the 7derv back to a time antecedent to the 
éyvov, and thus have meant I should not have known—eacept the law had said 
(so Godet), rather than I should not know—except the law said (so Mey., Weiss 
ed. Mey., etc.). Holsten, Gifford, and some others prefer to give to jdevv, as 
to éyver, the simple force of the indicative—I did not know. éxBvpia and ov 
éxifuunoéecc manifestly have a more extended reference than is given in Exod. 
xx. 17, though the latter words are, doubtless, quoted from that passage. That 
the law produces conviction of sin—in the ordinary sense of this phrase—is 
not the direct and immediate statement of this and the following verses ; but 
this idea is, nevertheless, suggested, and vy. 14-23 present the condition and 
experience of one who is under such conviction.—(3) The meaning of aré6avov, 
Odvaroc, Kur, etc., is discovered by observing the fact that a new paragraph 
begins with ver. 7; also, that, in this paragraph, the state of the man under the 
power of sin asa controlling master is set forth ; and that, in ver. 24, this 
state is apparently described by the word @araroc. The indications, thus, are 
that neither physical nor eternal death is referred to in this word, but spiritual 
death. This view is, also, given by Weiss ed. Mey., in opposition to Meyer, 
who understands by it eternal death, When the Apostle says, Z died, accord- 
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ingly, he means that he passed into this state of spiritual death, whereas, 
during the period referred to in é(wv, he had been in the opposite condition. 
As the verb dvétyoev, ver. 9, however, means came to life again, and not simply 
came to life—and thus vexpd does not involve the idea of an actually dead con- 
dition, as if there were and had been no existence of the sin-principle, but 
only of an inactive condition (dormant, «‘ exhibiting,” as Meyer says, ‘‘no 
vital activity”), it seems probable that he has in mind, in the living and dy- 
ing, the absence and presence not so much of sin, in every sense, as of sin in 
its working power and in the manifestation of that power to his consciousness. 
The time indicated by é(wy . . . . w6re is the time previous to this manifesta- 
tion (the time of ‘‘ childlike innocence” (Mey.), which, in some cases, may be 
extended beyond the limits of early childhood, if the knowledge of the divine 
law does not immediately after that period come tothe soul. In Paul’s own 
experience, it ended when he began to understand the significance of the 
Mosaic law, to which védmoc in all instances throughout the passage, from ver. 
7 to ver. 20, refers.—(4) It must be admitted—as Weiss ed. Mey., also allows 
—that, in ver. 10, the contrast between eic Cwjv and cic Gavatov points to the 
idea of eternal death following upon, and in a sense involved in, spiritual 
death as before the writer’s mind. Yet even there this idea is suggested only 
secondarily, the primary reference being to the spiritual condition which has 
already begun.—(5) The 12th verse is introduced, through dore, as the result 
and conclusion of the preceding verses, and the 13th asa question which 
might be suggested by this conclusion in its reference to what goes before. 
These verses, however, in thelr main thought, contain what might naturally 
have followed the question of ver. 7, and, as Meyer says, they answer to one 
another as if ver. 13 were opened by the particle dé, corresponding with pév of 
ver. 12.—(6) By reason of the manner in which, in the progress of his sen- 
tences, the Apostle is led to introduce ver. 18, the 14th and fig. verses are made 
_to be aproof (yap) of pu) yév. GAAG f duapria. These verses present in themselves, 
however, a further development of the thought suggested by éy@ azé@avor, and 
carry the man forward in his experience under the power and conviction of sin 
(vv. 14-23) to the turning point of his life (vv. 24, 25). They thus give, in 
substance, a part of the answer to the question of ver. 7. 


LXXXIV. Vv. 14-23. 


That the passage from ver. 14 to ver. 23 refers to the unregenerate man, and 
not the regenerate, is proved by the following considerations. (a) The most 
prominent words of a descriptive character are appropriate to the former, but 
are wholly inappropriate to the latter, (1) In ver. 14 the correct textual read- 
ing is undoubtedly odpxevoc, which is a stronger word than capxixéc, as Meyer 
shows, and signifies made out of flesh—the adjectives in kvoc having this mean. 
ing. By his first sentence, accordingly, Paul declares the ‘I’? to be so thor- 
oughly carnal as to justify the expression made of the evil principle. The regen- 
erate person is not in this condition, (2) The next succeeding clause, in 
similarly emphatic language, pronounces him to be sold under sin. The 
thought is, unquestionably, of a being sold as a slave to a master who has 
complete dominion and ownership. This thought is confirmed and established 
by the following verses, The Christian, however, asthe Apostle repeatedly says, 
‘is free from such complete dominion. (8) Ver. 21 presents the general rule or 


NOTES. 293 


the uniform experience of the life of the person under consideration as this : 
that when he desires to do what is good, evil is present with him ; and ver, 23 
declares, as the evidence that such is the rule, the fact that the law in the mem- 
bers (the appetites and passions) overpowers the law of the mind and brings the 
man into captivity to itself. But thisis neither the uniform experience nor the 
general rule of the regenerate life. The true Christian may sometimes yield 
to temptation and fall into sin; he may even become capxixdéc. But he is 
never oapkivog ; he is never sold under sin as an absolute slave ; comp. ch, vi. 
The dodAog duapriac is not a Christian. (b) The words, which seem, at the first 
view of them, to favor a reference to the regenerate person, are easily recon- 
ciled with the other reference, when the passage is carefully examined. It 
may be noticed, (1) that the éy6 may be ruled over by two masters and in- 
volves two elements. The two masters are sin, and righteousness or God ; the 
two elements are the conscience and the passions, the better and worse side of 
the man. These two elements are always in the éyé, but may, either of them, 
be more or less active, or, on the other hand, more or less dormant. When 
the man becomes convinced of sin, and is roused to a vigorous struggle to free 
himself from its power—and it is of such a condition that the Apostle is here 
speaking—he finds the two elements in conflict with each other. But he isso 
far under the dominion of the sin which holds him as a slave, that he does, 
not what his better nature wishes, but what it abhors. There is a desire, 
which accords with the demand of conscience and thus with the law of God, 
but the opposite force is too strong. The ruling power accomplishes its own 
will. (2) As the éyo is thus conceived of for the purpose which the writer has 
in mind, we are not to understand the éyd, in vv. 17, 20, as the man in a regen- 
erate state, and the 7 oixotoa év gol dwaptia as the lingering remains of sin 
abiding with him ; but the éyé is the entire man, who is at one time occupied 
and ruled over, as a domain, or as a slave, by duapria, and at another by diKxazo- 
ctvn. The Apostle is setting forth the power of sin, and the consciousness of 
it in his own experience. To this end he adopts this method of representa- 
tion. Sin governs him completely in his unregenerate condition. It is this 
master, taking up its abode with him and in him, which overcomes all his 
better desires and impulses, defeats all his efforts, wars against his conscience, 
and, whenever he wishes to do good, brings him into captivity to evil. So ex- 
ceedingly sinful is it, and such is its deadly effect.—As these two points are 
observed, it will be seen that such words as 6éA0, jc, ovKéte éyd KaTEepyatopat, 
are properly applicable to the unregenerated man awakened to the conscious- 
ness of sin, and are used consistently with the object which the Apostle has in 
view. (c) The progress of thought in chaps. vii. and viii. is reconciliable only 
with the reference of vv. 14-23 tothe unregenerate. If we do not hold that viii. 
1and the following verses refer to the regenerate person as such, we must either 
suppose that they describe him in some higher stage of development, either in 
this world or in heaven, which is contradicted by the very first words of those 
verses—the language being simply those who are in Christ Jesus; or that there 
is an entirely new section opened with the eighth chapter, which cannot be 
accepted because of the manifest connection of this chapter with the seventh 
and the striking similarity in phraseology. But if viii. 1 ff. describes the re- 
generate as such, and from the turning point of conversion, vii. 14-23 must set 
forth the condition previous to this great change. (d) The most natural, not 
to say the necessary, interpretation of aivéc, vii. 25, is that it means in and of 
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myself, as apart from Christ. If this be the true explanation, however, the 
words connected with it show that the state described in vv. 14-23 is the state 
apart from Christ, and before the deliverance through Him is gained, 


LXXXV. Ver. 21. etpioxa rov véuov TO OéAovte K.T.A.  * 


Weiss ed. Mey. rejects the explanation which Meyer gives of these words, 
and says that nothing can be adduced sufficient to sustain such an artificial 
construction as it involves. He adopts substantially—and this seems quite 
clearly to be the correct view of the sentence—the interpretation given by 
Luther, de Wette, and most others, making rdv yéuov mean the constant rule of 
experience. The objections urged by Meyer against this view are without real 
force. The rz clause involves, in opposition to his statement, ‘‘a definition”’ 
of the vduoc, so far as to account for its use in a sense different from that which 
jt has in other cases in the context. The position of véuor after eipickw is the 
natural position, and the placing of 76 OéAov7z «.r.A. before 671 for the purposes 
of emphasis does not require the placing these words also before ov voyov. 
Finally, the suggestion that ér: . . . wapdkertaris not a vouoc, but ‘* something 
empirical, a phenomenon of fact,” furnishes no argument, for the calling such 
a uniformly occurring experience a law or rule is allowable for any writer. As 
Weiss remarks, however, this véuoc is by no means to be identified with the 
érepog vouog év Toic éAeor Of Ver. 23. The grounds for rejecting the other views 
alluded to by Meyer are presented, with sufficient fulness, in his notes. If 
véuoc in this sentence is, thus, to be regarded as not referring to the Mosaic 
law, it is because the indications of the sentence manifestly require another 
meaning ; and the exception to the general usage with respect to this word, 
which is here presented, accords with the statement made in a previous note. 


LXXXVI. Ver. 22. kara tov ow dv6pwror. 


The é0w dvOpwroc is, as Meyer holds, substantially the same with the vovc. 
It is, says Godet, “‘ the organ with which the human soul is endowed to per- 
ceive the true and good, and to distinguish them from the bad and false ;’’ to 
approve, we may add, the former. It is that side of the ego which sympathizes 
with the law of God (comp. Weiss), and answers to the moral sense or con- 
science. That it does not necessarily or probably mean, in this passage, 
either the moral sense under the guidance and control of the Divine Spirit, as 
in the regenerate person, or ‘the new man,” 6 kawdc avipwroc,—that, on the 
other hand, it has, in all probability, no such signification, is proved by ali the 
considerations, already presented, which show that Paul is speaking through- 
out the entire passage of the unregenerate, and also by the fact, alluded to in 
Meyer's foot-note, *p. 282 that the expression ‘‘inner man,” as it occurs in other 
places (see 2 Cor, iv. 16 ; Eph. iii. 16), denotes ‘that which receives the Spirit 
and grace, and not the work of these” which is the new man. The argument 
derived from the fact that vodc is contrasted with caps in v. 25, which is urged 
by some writers as proof that both this word and 6 écw avip. refer to the re- 
generate, has no decisive force. The question in that verse depends wholly 
on what the contrast intended is; and this question is answered by the other 
emphatic contrast of the verse, which is implied in aird¢ éyé. When rightly 


viewed, therefore, the 25th verse, so far from establishing what is claimed by 
¢ 
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these writers, confirms the opposite. Godet says, ‘*‘We must beware of con- 
founding the inward man with the new man,” and Dr. Gifford, in the Speaker’s 
Comm., after remarking that ‘it is now admitted by all candid and competent 
interpreters that this expression is not in itself equivalent to the new man,” 
very fitly adds, ‘that the context only can decide whether the inward man is 
regarded as in his natural or his regenerate state.’’ This is the true position. 
The context, however, determines the former state to be the one referred to. 

The closing words of Meyer's foot-note, already mentioned, are omitted by 
Weiss in his recent edition of Meyer, doubtless because they seemed to have 
only a personal reference and a passing importance. But they are worthy of 
preservation in this American edition, as indicating the character of the au- 
thor and the great and true work as a biblical interpreter which he did ; and 
also, mutatis mutandis, as having a wide application. <“‘ Delitzsch,’’ he says, 
“brings against me the charge of being un-Lutheran and unbiblical. The 
latter I must deny ; the former does not affect me as exegete, since as such I 
have only to inquire what is exegetically right or wrong. Philippi quotes 
against me authorities (of very various kinds) which as such prove nothing ; 
and reminds me of the position of investigation as to the idea of the odpé. I 
may be trusted to possess some acquaintance with the position of such inves- 
tigations, including even those which the respected theologian has not em- 
braced in his quotations, and to some extent could not yet do so,’ The fact 
that Meyer was able to say—as the principle of his working—what he does in 
answer to Delitzsch, shows his great superiority as an exegetical scholar; and 
his words might well be made a motto for all rising scholars in this depart- 
ment. What he says of Philippi, on the other hand, will find a response in 
the experience of every widely read student who has been drawn by theologi- 
cal enemies into controversy. 


LXXXVII. ver, 22, 23. 


The question as to the number of laws alluded to in these verses, which has 
- divided commentators—whether there are three or four—may be answered by 
observing two facts which the several clauses present: (1) that, whereas the 
Apostle, in designating the law of God, of the mind, and of sin, uses the geni- 
tive of the author or of possession, he describes the érepov véuov, on the other 
hand, as a law in the members, using the local. preposition ; (2) that, in the 
latter part of ver. 23 he states, respecting the law of sin, that it is the one which 
is in the members (r@ évtt x.7.A.). These facts seem to make it evident that the 
érepoc vouoc and the vduoc tHe duaptiac are the same thing, and that three laws 
only are spoken of—namely, the law of God, the law of the mind, and the law 
of sin which is in the members. 


LXXXVIII. Ver. 24. é« tov oduatog tov Oavarov Tovrov. 


The construction of rotrov with cduaroe is justly objected to by Meyer, on the 
ground that “the sense is against it.’’ The liability to misunderstanding on 
the part of the reader, which would have arisen from the position of the pro- 
noun after @avdrov, had this been the writer’s idea, is also alluded to by him, 
and is urged by Godet, Weiss, and others. Philippi, on the contrary, says that 
the latter argument rests on a very precarious canon, inasmuch as “a writer 
often intends a particular definite collocation of words, without reflecting that 
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forthe reader it may be ambiguous.’’ He claims, moreover, that, §avaroc not 
being the subject of thought in vv. 14-24, and vv. 10 ff. being too remote, the 
reference must be to the body which is spoken of as the seat of duapria. To 
this it may be answered that, although the word Savaro¢ does not occur in vv. 
14-23, the condition described in those verses is that of spiritual death con- 
sciously realized by the ego, and realized in such a way and degree as naturally 
to make him cry out for deliverance : who shall deliver me from the body of this 
death—i.e, so far forth as it is given up to this dreadful condition and this ter- 
rible master. The man, under conviction of sin, and seeing his own efforts to 
free himself from its dominion to be fruitless and hopeless, is in an agony of 
desire to find some helper who shall thus rescue him, but knows not whither 
to turn until Christ is revealed to his mind. 


LXXXIX. Ver. 25. ydpic T@ Oe@ dua ’Inoov Xpiorod. 


The textual reading 4 ydpc Tov Oeov in this verse, though manifestly, as 
Meyer says in his critical notes at the beginning of the chapter, an alteration 
of the true text, may be regarded not only as arising from the desire to give an 
answer to the preceding question, but also as suggesting the idea which was in 
the Apostle’s mind in connection with the deliverance—namely, that it was 
through the great gift of the grace of God in the person of Jesus Christ. For 
this the man, as he is brought to know the help and the helper for whose ap- 
pearance he has despairingly cried out, gives thanks to God through Christ. 


XC. Ver. 25. dpa obv atic yO . . . . duapriac. 


dpa ovv introduces a concluding summary (as Meyer says) of the chief con- 
tents of vv. 14-23. Its position after the first clause of the verse does not in- 
dicate that the condition of the man described in the following words is his 
condition subsequent to the time of his deliverance through Christ. On the 
contrary, the emphatic avrdc, as already stated in previous notes, proves that 
it isnot so. The true explanation of the matter seems to be this :—that the 
Apostle, according to his purpose and plan, carries forward the experience of 
the man to the time of conversion ; that vv. 24 and 25a describe the passing 
to the new life, the last step of,the old and the first of the new; and that 
then, in a single sentence, he looks back and reviews the unregenerate state as 
preparatory to a setting forth of the opposite character of the regenerate con- 
dition in the next chapter. In order that he may not break the close con- 
nection, and thus the rhetorical force of vv. 24, 25a, he defers writing the 
words of 25b until after he has given in 25a the statement of what, in point of 
time, actually follows the experience which they describe. 


ss 


CHAP. VIII. Ra9% 


CHAPTER. VIII. 


Ver. 1. After “Incot Elz. has py) katd odpxa repirarovow, aAAd Kata Tvevpa, 
which, following Mill, Griesb. and subsequent critics have expunged. The 
words are wanting either entirely, or at least as to the second half, in a pre- 
ponderance of codd., vss., and Fathers, and are an old inapposite gloss from 
ver. 4. — Ver. 2. ve] BF G 8, Syr. Tert. Chrys. have ce, which Tisch. 8. has 
adopted. Repetition in copying of the preceding syllable. — Ver. 11, did rd 
évoixovv avtov rvevua] So Griesb., Matth., Scholz, Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 
7., following Erasmus, Mill, and Bengel. The Recepta, again adopted by 
Tisch. 8., is dud rod évockodvrog adtov mvevuatoc, The witnesses (for an accurate 
examination of which see Reiche, Commentar. crit. I. p. 54 ff.) are so divided, 
that there is on neither side a decisive preponderance, although, besides A and 
©, S also supports the genitive, The thought of itself, also, equally admits 
either reading. A decision between them can only be arrived at through the 
circumstance that the passage came to be discussed in the Macedonian con- 
troversy, wherein the Macedonians accused the orthodox of having falsified the 
ancient codices, when the latter appealed to the Recepta and asserted that it 
stood inall the ancient codd. See Maxim. Dial c. Maced. 3. in Athanas. Opp. IT, 
p. 452. This charge, though retorted by the orthodox on the Macedonians, is 
worthy of credit, because dia 76 k.7.A. already predominates in Origen and the 
oldest vss. (also Syr. Vulg.) ; consequently that assertion of the orthodox appears 
erroneous. The Recepta, indeed, is found in Clem. Strom. III. p. 344, Commel. 
545. Pott.; but this single trace of its high antiquity loses its weight in opposi- 
tion to the here specially important vss. and Origen (also Tert. and Iren.), and 
in the face of these bears the suspicion of orthodox alteration having been 
wrought on the text of Clement. It is possible, however, that even long pre- 
vious to the Macedonian controversy the questions and disputes respecting the 
Holy Spirit may have occasioned now and again the changing of d.a 70 «.7.A into. 
dia Tow k.t.A, At all events, the dogmatic interest attached to both readings is 
too great and too well attested to admit of dud row k.r.2. being referred, with 
Bengel and Fritzsche, to a mere error in copying. In the controversy the geni- 
tive only (as introducing a relation different from that obiaining with the pre- 
vious abstracts dv’ duapriav and dia Sikatoobvyv) must have been welcome to the 
orthodox in defending the personality of the tvevwa. Among modern commen- 
tators, Rtickert, Reiche, Philippi, van Hengel, and Hofmann have declared for 
the accusative; whilst de Wette, Krehl, Tholuck, and also Ewald, adopt the 
genitive. — Ver. 13. Tov oju.] DEF G, Vulg. It. Or. (who, however, gives both 
readings) al. read ric capxdc, which Griesb. recommended. An interpretation 
in the sense of the preceding. — Ver. 14. elow vio? Oecd] Since among the un- 
cials AC D E 8 read viot Oeot eic., while B F G have viol eicry Ocod (so Lachm, 
and Tisch.), we must regard the Recepta as at all events too weakly attested, 
The preference belongs, however, to vioi eicw Oeovi, because the omitted siciv 
(it is absent also in the Sahid.) would be more easily inserted again at the be- 
ginning or end than in the middle. — Ver. 23. kai avrot tv am, 7. wy, Ey. K. Leg 
airoi] So Elz. The variations are very numerous. The readings to be taken 
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into account, besides the Recepta, are—(1) Ka) abrol r. anapy. rod mvevu. Ex. Kal 
abvrot: so B, Meth. Tisch. 7. ;—(2) «. 7pet¢ abrol Tr. anapy. T. wv. x. abtoi : so D 
FG, Ambros. Fritzsche ;—(3) «. avtot r. ar. t. wv. Ex. [etc] Kat avroi: so Lachm. 
and, without bracketing /yeic, Tisch. 8., following A C &, min. Copt. Dam. 
The first of the three seems to have been the original reading ; jei¢ is an ad- 
dition by way of gloss, which was written, in some cases, immediately beside 
the first «a? abot (thus arose the reading of Fritzsche), and in some cases only 
beside the second, thus producing the reading of A C 8, as well as the Recepta. 
With the reading of Fritzsche the second kai disappeared, because, after the in- 
sertion of jyeic had taken place in the first part, the subsequent Kai avroi was 
no longer taken analeptically, and therefore «ai was found to be merely confus- 
ing. The reading avrol of 7. an. T. mv. éy. K. Huele avrot has so exceedingly 
weak attestation, that on that very ground it ought (against Bengel and Rinck) 
to be rejected. — vioeciav] wanting in D F G, codd. of It. Ambrosiaster. But 
how easily it came to be omitted, when the vio§ecia was viewed as something 
already possessed ! — Ver. 24. ti cai] B** E F G, Syr. Vulg. codd. of It. and some 
Fathers have only ri. So Lachm. But the very absence of need for the kai 
occasioned its omission. — Ver. 26. 77 ac#.] Approved by Griesb., adopted also 
by Lachm. and Tisch. But Elz. and Scholz have raic dofeveiac, against deci- 
sive testimony. The sing, is also supported by zac dexoewe in F G, which is an 
explanatory addition to t# dofev. Comp. Ambros. : ‘‘ injirmitatem nostrae ora- 
tionis.”’ The plural was substituted for the collective singular.—The reading 
tpocevgoueia (Griesb. and others have tpocevéduefa) is decisively attested.— 
After imepevtvyy. Elz. and Scholz have tép 7udv, which, following A BD FG 
N* al. Arm. and Fathers, Lachm. and Tisch. have expunged. A defining ad- 
dition, — Ver. 28. After ovvepyet Lachm. reads 6 Oeéc, in accordance with A B, 
Or. It was readily believed that, on account of ver. 27 and 29, tdvr7a must be 
understood as accusative and God as subject. — Ver. 34. wdA2ov dé kai] Lachm. 
and Tisch, 8. have only ydAd. dé, in accordance with A BC &, min. yss. and 
Fathers. But between JE and Ey. the seemingly unmeaning «ai was easily 
overlooked and omitted.—The omission of the second «ai (behind the first 6c) 
is less strongly attested by A C 8, and may be sufficiently explained by non- 
attention to the emphasis of the thrice-used word. — Ver. 36. évexa] According 
toABDFGL 817. al. &vexev is, with Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., and Scholz, to 
be substituted. See LXX. Ps. xliv. 23. — Ver. 37. rod dyav.] D EF G, vss. and 
Fathers read tov dyat7cavra, which has against it the Oriental witnesses, and 
seems to bean alteration in accordance with an erroneous exposition of 7. dyaz. 
T. Xpiorov in ver. 35 (see the exegetical remarks on that passage). — Ver. 38. ore 
éveot. obre péAd., obte Suvapecc] So also Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., and - Scholz. 
But Elz, has oire duvay., obre éveor. obre weAA, Against greatly preponderating 
evidence. A transposition, because duv. seemed to belong to the category of 
apyai. The evidence in favour of obre duvau., moreover, is so decisive and so 


unanimous, that it cannot, with Fritzsche, be regarded as an addition from : 


1 Pet. ili, 22, 1 Cor. xv. 24, or Eph. i, 21. Tholuck, Philippi, and Ewald reject 
these words. But their different position in different witnesses is quite ex- 
plained by supposing that their place behind jeAd., as well as their general 
isolation, were regarded as surprising and confusing. 


Chap. viii. Happy condition of man in Christ. —The certainty of salvation, 
which is represented in chap. v. 1 f. as the effect of justification by faith, 
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appears here as brought about through the moral freedom attained in Christ. 
We see from this, that Paul conceived of faith not otherwise than as pro- 
ducing this freedom ; so that faith is not only that which appropriates the 
atonement, but also the continuous subjective source and motive power of 
‘the divine life up to the final attainment of bliss. See Luther's Pre face, 
also his utterances quoted by Ritschl, Rechtfert u. Verséhnung, I. p. 142 ff., 
180 f. 

Vv. 1-11.’ Accordingly, the Christian is aloof from all condemnation, because 
heis free from the law of sin—a result which the Mosaic law could not accomplish, 
but which God has accomplished through Christ. Yet he must live according to 
the Spirit, and not accordiny to the flesh; for the latter works death, but the 
Sormer life, 

Ver. 1. "Apa] draws an inference from the immediately preceding airic¢ 
éyo. . . . duapriac. If I, for my own person, left to myself, am subject 
indeed with the reason to the law of God, but with the flesh to the law of 
sin, then it follows that now, after Christ (as deliverer from the law of sin, 
yer. 2) has interposed, there is no condemnation, etc. This inference, and 
not that one must be in Ohrist, in order to get rid of every condemnation (Hof- 
mann), is indicated by yap in ver. 2 as a matter of fact that has become his- 
torical. It is arbitrary to seek a connection with anything more remotely 
preceding (Hofmann, Koppe, Fritzsche, Philippi, and Bisping, with ebya- 
ploTd. . . . 7uOv in vil. 25 ; according to Bengel, Knapp, and Winzer, with 
vil. 6) ; but to suppose in dpa ‘‘a forestalling of the following ydép” (Tho- 
luck), is linguistically just as mistaken as in the case of 6:6 in ii. 1. More- 
over, the emphasis is not upon viv, but on the prefixed oidév : no condemna- 
tion therefore, none is now applicable, after that airicg éyé «.7.2. has been 
changed through Christ, etc. This applies against Philippi’s objection, that, 
according to our conception of the connection, viv should have been placed 
at the beginning. But the objection, that Paul must have continued with 
6é instead of dpa, is removed by the observation that in the aitdc¢ éyé, prop- 
erly understood, really lies the very premiss of the altered relation. — viv] 
temporally, in contrast to the former state of tle case. Comp. vii. 6. [See 
Note XCI. p. 345.] Philippi erroneously holds dpa viv as equivalent to dpa 
ovy—which it never is—being forced thereto by the theory that the regen- 
erate person is the subject of discussion in chap. vii. 14 ff. Hofmann’s 
view, however, that viv contrasts the present with the future aiav (even now, 
during the life in the flesh), is also incorrect. Nothing in the context sug- 
gests it, and it must have been expressed in some such way as by id, or by 
a defining addition. — oidév xardxpya] se. éore : no sentence of condemnation 
(ver. 16), whereby God might deny them eternal life, affects them. The 
reason see in ver. 2. — roi¢ év X.’I.] ¢.e. to those in whose case Christ is the 
clement, in which they are (live and move). The same in substance, but 
different in the form of the conception, is rveiua Xpiorod Eyecv and Xpiord¢ év 
juiv in vv. 9, 10. 


1 On vv. 1-11 see Winzer, Progr. 1828.— pate capkds &maptias, see Overbeck in Hil- 
On ver. 3, particularly the words év opow- genfeld’s Zeitschr. 1869, p. 178 ff. 
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Ver. 2.1 [See, with reference to several words and phrases in vv. 2-11, 
Note XCIL. p. 346.] For the law of the Spirit leading to life delivered me in 
Christ Jesus from the law of sin and death. For the right explanation, it is to 
be observed—(1) The véyoc r. du. x. Tod Sav. necessarily, in view of the con- 
nection, receives the definition of its meaning from chap. vii. 23, 295, as 
indeed revs. answers to the aiyuadwrif. in ver. 23. For this very reason 
neither the moral law (Wolf) nor the Mosaic law (Pareus, de Dieu, Semler, 
Béhme, Ammon, and Reiche) can be meant ; the latter cannot, for the fur- 
ther reason that, after vii. 7, 12, 16, Paul could not thus name the Mosaic 
yéuoc here, as Chrysostom has already urged. It is rather the law in our 
members, the power of sin in us, which, according to vii. 24, comp. vii. 10, 
13, is at the same time the power of (eternal) death (kai tov Savarov), that is 
meant. The two are one power, and both genitives are genitives of the sub- 
ject, so that sin and death are regarded as ruling over the man. — (2) Since 
the véuoc tr. du. x. tT. Gav. cannot be the Mosaic law, so neither can the con- 
trasted véuog tr. wv. THe Cope be the Christian plan of salvation, like véuoc riot. 
in iii, 27, but it must be an inward power in the man by which the law of 
sin and death is rendered powerless. It is not, however, the véyoc tov vodc 
(which had become strengthened through Christ), as, following older ex- 
positors, Morus, Kéllner, and Schrader think ; because, on the one hand, 
vovc and mvevua are specifically different, and if Paul had meant the law of 
the vovc, he must have so designated it, as in vii. 23; and, on the other 
hand, there would result the utterly paradoxical idea, that the law of reason 
(and not the divine principle of the zvevua) makes man morally free. The 
TO mvevua THC Coyc is rather the Holy Spirit, who, working inwardly in the 
Christian (ver. 5), procures to him eternal life (comp. 2 Cor. iii. 6) ; and 6 
vouog tov mvebtuatoe THE Cafe is the ethically regulative government exercised by 
the xvevua (not the Spirit Himself, as Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Maier, and Th. Schott understand it, but His ruling power). — éy X. ’I.] 
On account of ver. 8, to be connected neither with rc Cwi¢ (Luther, Beza, 
and others, including Béhme, Klee, Ewald, and Hofmann), nor with row 
nvevu. (Flatt ; Tholuck : ‘the sphere, in which the Spirit of life operates”), 
nor with véuoc (Semler, Reiche), nor with 6 vdu. r. rv. 7. ¢. (Calvin, Kéllner, 
Gléckler, Krehl, and others), but with 7Aevdépece. So Theodoret, Erasmus, 
Melanchthon, Vatablus, and others, including Riickert, Olshausen, de 
Wette, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, and Bisping. Jn Christ, the 
law of the Spirit has made us free ; for owt ef Christ this emancipating ac- 
tivity could not occur (comp. John viii. 36) ; but in the fellowship of life 
with Him, in the being and living in Him (ver. 1), the deliverance which 
has taken place has its causal ground. The view which takes it of the ob- 
jective basis that is laid down in the appearance and work of Christ, is un- 
suitable, because the discourse treats of the subjective ethical efficacy of the 
Spirit, which has the elva: év Xpior@ as the necessary correlative. — revs. | 


1 Tn vv. 2,3, we have one of the passages the Sonof God would have appeared as man, 
that are decisive in opposition to the affirm- had man not become sinful. See generally 
ative answer which men have often at- Julius Miiller, dogm. Abh. pp. 66 ff., 82 f. 
tempted to give to the question, whether 


— 
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aorist. For it is a historical act, which resulted from the effusion of the 
Spirit in the heart. The progressive sanctification is the further develop- 
ment and consequence of this act. 

Ver. 3. An illustration justifying the év Xpior@ "Ijoot jrevd. «.7.A., just 
asserted, by a description of the powerfully effective actual arrangement, 
which God has made for the accomplishment of what to the law was impos- 
sible. — rd yap adévarov rod vduov is an absolute nominative, prefixing a judg- 
ment on the following karékpwe «.7.A. ‘‘ For the impossible thing of the 
law—God condemned,” etc. That is, God condemned sin in the flesh, which 
was a thing of impossibility on the part of the law. See Kriiger, § 57. 10, 12. 
Comp. also Heb. vill. 1, and on Luke xxi. 6 ; Wisd. xvi. 17 ; Kihner, II. 1, 
p- 42. It could only be accusative, if we should assume a general verb (like 
éxoinoe) Out of what follows, which would, however, be an arbitrary course 
(in opposition to the view of Erasmus, Luther, and others). The prefiving 
7. y. adtv. r. v. has rhetorical emphasis, in contrast with the év X. ’I. in ver. 2. 
On the genitive, comp. Epist. ad Diogn. 9 : rd adbvarov THe hyuerépac dboewc, what 
our nature could not do. By a harsh hyperbaton Th. Schott takes a sense out 
of the passage, which it does not bear : because the impotence of the law became 
still weaker through the flesh. Erroneous is also Hofmann’s view : ‘the 
impotence of the law lay or consisted therein, that it was weak through the flesh.” 
The abstract sense of ‘‘ powerlessness,” or incapacity, is not borne by 7d adbvarov 
at all ; but it indicates that which the subject (here the vénoc) is not in a po- 
sition for, what is impossible to it. See especially Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 295 
E; comp. 9. 22; Xen. Hist. i. 4.6: ard tov tHe méAewe dvvarod, t.e. from 
what the city is in a position to tender. Moreover, since the words taken 
independently, with Hofmann, would only contain a preparatory thought 
for what follows, Paul would not have had asyndetically 6 Oeé6c, but must 
have proceeded by a marking of the contrast, consequently with 6 dé Oeéc ; 
so that these words, down to kara rvevya in ver. 4, would still have been in 
connection with yép. And even apart from this, the supplying of the sub- 
stantive verb would at most only have been indicated for the reader in the 
event of the proposition having been a general one with éori? understood, 
and consequently if do¥evei, and not joéver, were read. —év @ qod. dia Tt. 
capk. | because it was weak (unable to condemn sin) through the flesh, as is de- 
scribed in chap. vii. On év ¢, comp. 1 Cor. iv. 4; John xvi. 80 ; Winer, 
p- 362 [E. T. 387]. It is our causal in that ; dia r. cape. is the cause bringing 
about the jadéver : through the reacting influence of the flesh, vii. 18 ff. — 6 Ocd¢ 
tov gavrov K.7.2.] God has, by the fact that He sent His own Son in the likeness 
(see on i. 28) of sinful flesh, and on account of sin, condemned sin in the flesh, 
that is, ‘‘God has deposed sin from its rule in the odpé (its previous sphere 
of power), thereby that He sent His own Son into the world in a phenome- 
nal existence similar to the sinful corporeo-psychical human nature.” — The 
participle réupac is not an act that preceded the xaréxpive (Hofmann, referring 


1 Comp. Dissen, ad. Pind. Pyth. iv. 152. Hofmann, 4v would not be a mere copula, 

2 Like ver. 1. Paul would have written but would mean situm erat, constitit in. 
intelligibly: 73 yap advvar. rod véu. év rovr» Mircker, p. 2, nevertheless agrees with 
fw om Aodever; especially as, according to Hofmann. 
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it to the supernatural birth) ; on the contrary, God has effected the xardaxpi- 
oc in and with the having sent the Son. Respecting this use of the aorist 
participle, comp. on Acts i. 24; Eph. i. 5 ; Rom. iv. 20. — éavrov] strength- 
ens the relation to év du. o. du., and so enhances the extraordinary and ener- 
getic character of the remedial measure adopted by God. Comp. ver. 82. 
We may add, that in the case of éavroi, as in that of méupac (comp. Gal. iv. 
4) and év éu. o. du. (comp. Phil. ii. 7), the conception of the pre-existence 
and metaphysical Sonship of Christ is to be recognized (in opposition to 
Hofmann) ; so that the previous jop¢7 Ocov forms the background, although, 
in that case, the supernatural generation is by no means a necessary presup- 
position (comp. on i. 8 f.)'—év dyowduarte capxd¢ duapriac] in the likeness of sin- 
ful flesh ; duapt. is the genitive of quality, as in vi. 6. He might indeed 
have come év yop¢f cov, Phil. ii. 6. But no : God so sent His own Son, that 
He appeared in a form of existence which resembled the fleshly human nature 
affected by sin. The év indicates in what material mode of appearance God 
caused His sent Son to emerge. He came in flesh (1 John iv. 2), and was 
manifested in flesh (1 Tim. iii. 16). Yet He appeared not in sinful flesh,” 
which is otherwise the bodily phenomenal nature of allmen. Moreover, His 
appearance was neither merely bodily, without the wy (Zeller), which, on 
the contrary, necessarily belongs to the idea of the capt ; nor docetie (Krehl ; 
comp. Baur’s Gesch. d. 3. erst. Jahrh. p. 310), which latter error was already 
advanced by Marcion ; but it consisted of the general bodily material of 
humanity, to which, however, in so far as the latter was of sinful quality, 
it was not equalized, but—because without that quality—only conformed. 


Comp. Phil. i. 7; Heb. ii. 14, iv. 15. 


1 See generally, Ernesti, Urspr. a. Stinde, 
I. p. 235 ff.; Weiss, bid? Theol. p. 817. 

2In which, however, the idea is not con- 
veyed, that, like a sacrifice, He was louded 
with the sin of others (Reiche), which was the 
case only in His death, not at His sending. 
Holsten, following the precedent of Genna- 
dius in Cramer's Cat. p. 123, has erroneous- 
ly apprehended the oapé of Christ as having 
been really cdp& auaprias, and as having thus 
had the objective principle of apapria, 
which in his case, however, neither attained 
to subjective consciousness nor to subject- 
ive act. See Holsten, z. Hv. ad. Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 436 ff.; comp. also Hausrath, newt. 
Zeitgesch. WI. p.481f. Butif this was the con- 
ception which Paul had, what was the ex- 
pression év 64o.marc meant for? Init lies the 
very negation of the capé aaptias—of the 
odpé, therefore, so far asit had the quality 
of sin. What Holsten advances in explana- 
tion of this expression is forced and irrele- 
vant, as if it were precisely the reality of 
the being affected by sin that is affirmed. 
Comp. against this, Sabatier, ?apdtre Pat, 
p. 285.—Overbeck, along with various ap- 
propriate remarks in opposition to Holsten, 


The contrast presupposed in the 


comes nevertheless likewise to the conclu- 
sion that év éuo.marTe bears, not a negative, 
but an affirmative relation to the capt 
apmaptias, although the auapria of the capé 
of Christ never in His case became conscious 
mapaBacrs. But that the Son of God was 
sent in sinful flesh—which, according to 
Pfleiderer also (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeétschz. 
1871, p. 523), is assumed to be implied in our 
passage as an ethical antinomy—would be 
a paradox opposed to the entire New Tes- 
tament, which Paul could by no means 
utter (2 Cor. v. 21); and which, in fact, he 
with marked clearness and precision guards 
against by saying, not év capxi auaprtias, but 
év OMowpati o. &u., and that in contrast to 
the quality of the oapé of all others, of 
which he had just predicated by év db Havever 
dua THs capkés a power so antagonistic to 
God. That paradox would have run; év 
Tapkt ev aumaptias, ywpis Se mapaBacews. See 
also Zeller in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1870, p. 
801 ff., who rightly comes to the conclusion 
that the capé of Christ was of like nature to 
the cdp£ avaprias, in so far as the latter was 
a odépé, but of unlike nature, in so far as it 
was affected by sin. 
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specially chosen expression is not the heavenly spirit-nature of Christ 
(Pfleiderer)—to which the mere év capx/, or év duocduare avOpdrov, as in Phil. 
li. 7, would have corresponded—but rather holy unsinfulness. —The fol- 
lowing x. rept duapr. adds to the How of the sending (év du. cap. déuapr.) 
the Wherefore. The emphasis is accordingly on repi: and for sin, on ac- 
count of sin,—which is to be left in its generality ; for the following karé- 
Kole k.7.A. brings out something special, which God has done with reference 
to the duapria by the fact that He sent Christ repi duapriac. We are therc- 
fore neither to refer zepi duapr., which affirms by what the sending of the 
Son was occasioned, exclusively to the expiation (Origen, Calvin, Melanch- 
thon, and many others, including Koppe, Béhme, Usteri ; comp. Baum- 
garten-Crusius), in which case @vaiay (Lev. vil. 87 al. ; Ps. xl. 6; Heb. x. 
6, 18) was supplied ; nor, with Theophylact, Castalio, and others, also 
Maier and Bisping, exclusively to the destruction and doing away of sin. 
It contains rather the whole category of the relations in which the sending of 
Christ was appointed to stand to human sin, which included therefore its 
expiation as well as the breaking of its power. The latter, however, is 
thereupon brought into prominence, out of that general category, by xaré- 
kpive x.T.A. as the element specially coming into view: Hilgenfeld, in his 
Zeitschr. 1871, p. 186 f., erroneously, as regards both the language and the 
thought (since Christ was the real atoning sacrifice, lii. 25), makes kai epi 
duapt., Which latter he takes in the sense of sin-offering, also to depend on 
év duocouatt. — Karéxpive T. au. | This condemnation of sin (the latter conceived 
as principle and power) is that which was impossible on the part of the law, 
owing to the hindrance of the flesh. It is erroneous, therefore, to take it 
as: ‘ He exhibited sin as worthy of condemnation” (Erasmus, de Dieu, Ecker- 
mann), and: ‘‘ He punished sin” (Castalio, Pareus, Carpzov, and others, in- 
cluding Koppe, Riickert, Usteri ; comp. Olshausen, and Késtlin in the 
Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 115). Impossible to the law was only such 
a condemnation of sin, as should depose the latter from the sway which it 
had hitherto maintained ; consequently : He made sin forfeit its dominion. 
This de facto judicial condemnation (a sense which, though with different 
modifications in the analysis of the idea conveyed by xaré«p., is retained by 
Irenaeus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Valla, Beza, Piscator, Estius, Bengel, 
Reiche, K6éllner, Winzer, Fritzsche, Baur, Krehl, de Wette, Maier, Umbreit, 
Ewald, and others) is designated by xaréxpive, without our modifying its 
verbal meaning into interfecit (Grotius, Reiche, Gléckler, and others), in 
connection with which Fritzsche finds this death of the dywapria presented 
as mors imaginaria, contained in the physical death of Christ. Various ex- 
positors, and even Philippi, mix up the here foreign idea of atonement (“‘ to 
blot out by atoning’”’) ; comp. also Tholuck and Hofmann. The expres- 


1See, against this, also Rich. Schmidt, 
Paul. Christol. p. 49 ff. He, however, takes 
néuwas likewise (comp. Hofmann) as prior 
to the xaréxpive, holding that the latter, 
which took place through the death of 
Christ, had for its immediate object the cdp§ 
andsin only asa mediate object. The mean- 


ing, in his view, is: ‘‘ God has pronounced 
sentence on the flesh, and therewith at the 
same time on the sin dwelling in tt.”” The de- 
struction of Christ’s flesh is thus an act of 
universal significance, by which the flesh in 
general, and therewith also sinitself, has 
been condemned, But the text clearly and 
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sion xarékpwe is purposely chosen in reference to xardxpyia in ver. 1, but de- 
notes the actual condemnation, which consisted in the dominion of the 
duapria being done away,—its power was lost, and therewith God’s sentence 
was pronounced upon it, as it were the staff broken over it. Comp. on 
John xvi. 11 ; and see Hofmann’s Schriftb. Il. 1, p. 355, and Th. Schott, 
p- 286. Yet Hofmann now discovers God’s actual condemnation of sin 
(‘the actual declaration that it is contrary to what is on His part rightful, 
that it should have man like a bond-serf under its control”) in the eman- 
cipation of those who are under sin by bestowal of the Spirit,—a view by 
which what follows is anticipated, and that which is the divine aim of the 
xarékpive is included in the notion of it.—Observe further the thrice-repeated 
duapria ; the last alone, however, which personifies sin as a power, has the 
article. —év 7 capi] belongs to xaréxp., not to t7v du. (Bengel, Ernesti, 
Michaelis, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, and Hofmann), because it is not said rip év 
rt. g., and because this more precise definition, to complete the notion of the 
object, would be self-evident and unimportant. But God condemned sin 
in the flesh: for, by the fact that God’s own Son (over whom, withal, sin 
could have no power) appeared in the flesh, and indeed sep? duapriac, sin has 
lost its dominion in the substantial human nature (hitherto ruled over by it). 
The Lord’s appearance in flesh, namely, was at once, even in itself, for sin 
the actual loss of its dominion as a principle ; and the aim of that appear- 
ance, rep! duaptiac, which was attained through the death of Christ, brought 
upon sin that loss with respect to its totality. Thus, by the two facts, God 
has actually deprived it of its power in the human cap£ ; and this phenom- 
enal nature of man, therefore, has ceased to be its domain. Hofmann, 
without reason, objects that r. duapr. must in that case have stood before 
xaréxpwve, The main emphasis, in fact, lies on xaréxpwve tr. duapt., to which 
then év r. capxi is added, with the further emphasis of a reference to the 
causal connection. Many others take év r. capxi as meaning the body of 
Christ ; holding that in this body put to death sin has been put to death at 
the same time (Origen, Beza, Grotius, Reiche, Usteri, Olshausen, Maier, 
Bisping, and others) ; or that the punishment of sin has been accomplished 
on His body (Heumann, Michaelis, Koppe, and Flatt). But against this it 
may be urged, that plainly éy r. capxi corresponds deliberately to the pre- 
vious did r. capxdc ; there must have been airod used along with it. Comp. 
Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 160f. 

_ Ver. 4, The purpose which God had in this xarékp. r. du. gv t. o. Was: in 
order that (now that the rule of sin which hindered the fulfilment of the law 
has been done away) the rightful requirement of the law might be fulfilled, etc. 
— 70 dix. T. vduov] Quite simply, as in i. 32, ii. 26 (comp. also on v. 16, and 
Kriiger on Thue, i. 41. 1) : what the law has laid down as its rightful de- 
mand. 'The singular comprehends these collective (moral) claims of right 
as a unity.’ Others, contrary to the signification of the word, have taken 


expressly assigns, not the flesh, but th» material sphere, the act of the caraxpivew thy 
auapriav, as the immediate object of Karé- apapr. has taken place. 

Kptve, 80 that an impartial exegesis can only 1 Many of the older dogmatic exegetes 
discover in év 7) capxi, where, t.e.in what (see especially Beza, Calvin, Calovius, and 
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it as justificatio (Vulg.) understanding thereby sometimes the making right- 
eous as the aim of the law, which desires sinlessness (Chrysostom and_ his 
followers, including Theodore of Mopsuestia), sometimes the satisfaction of 
justice (Rothe ; comp. on v. 16). K6llner, following Eckermann, makes it 
the justifying sentence of the law: ‘that the utterance of the law, which de- 
clares asrighteous, and thus not only frees from the punishment of sin, but 
secures also the reward of righteousness, might be fulfilled on us, if we,” 
ete. Substantially so (duc. = sententia absolutoria), Fritzsche, Philippi, and 
Ewald (‘‘ the verdict ef the law, since it has condemnation only for the sin- 
ners, and good promises for the remainder, Deut. xxviii. 1-14”). But against 
this it may be urged, first, that dicaioua r. véuov, because the genitive is a 
rule-prescribing subject, cannot, without urgent ground from the context, 
be taken otherwise than as demand, rightful claim (comp. also Luke i. 6 ; 
Heb. ix. 1, 10; LXX. Num. xxxi. 21) ; secondly, that vv. 8, 4 contain the 
proof, not for oidi xataxpyua in ver. 1, but for ver. 2, and consequently 
wa. . . #juiv must be the counterpart of the state of bondage under the law 
of sin and death (ver. 2)—the counterpart, however, not consisting in the 
freedom from punishment and the certainty of reward, but in the morally 
free condition in which one does what the law demands, being no longer 
hampered by the power of sin and death, so that the fulfilment of the 
Sixaloua Tov véuov is the antithesis of the duapria so strongly emphasized pre- 
viously ; thirdly, that roic uw . . . rvedua is not the condition of justitica- 
tion (that is faith), but of the fulfilment of the law ; and finally, that in ver. 
7, TO yap vouw T. Oeod ovy trordoceTa, ovdE yap Sivarac is manifestly the coun- 
terpart of 70d duc. rT. véuov rAnpwdh In ver. 3. — rAnpwodh] asin Matt. iii. 15 ; 
Acts xiv. 26; Rom. xiii. 8 ; Gal. v. 14, al. Those commentators who take 
dikaioua as sententia absolutoria take rAnp. as may be accomplished on us (év 
ftv). —év juiv} Not: through us, nor yet: in us, which is explained as 
either : in our life-activity (de Wette), or as referring to the imoard fulfill- 
ing of the law (Reiche, Klee, and Hofmann), and to the fact that God 
fulfils it iz man (Olshausen ; comp. Tholuck) ; but, as shown by the fol- 
lowing toic . . on us, so that the fulfilling of the law’s 
demand shall be accomplished and made manifest in the entire walk and conver- 
sation of Christians. This by no means conveys the idea of merely outward 
action (as Hofmann objects), but includes also the inner morality accordant 
with the law.' Regarding this use of év, see Bernhardy, p. 211 f. ; Winer, p. 
361 [E. T. 386]. The passive form (not : iva rAypdooper] is in keeping with 
the conception that here the Zaz, and that so far as it must be fulsilled, stands 
out in the foreground of the divine purpose. The accomplishment of its 
moral requirement is supposed to present itself as realized in the Christian, 
and that ddévarov rod vduov of ver. 3 is assumed to be thereby remedied. — 


. TEPLTATOVOLY K.T.A, ? 


Wolf in Joc.) have explained the demand of _ require for transgression, as of the perfect 


the law, and the mode of its fulfilment, 
contrary to the context (since what is here 
spoken of is the proper morality of the 
Christian as emancipated), in such a way 
that the law’s demand is to be understood 
as well of the punishments which it would 


obedience which it desires to have; Christ 
haying fulfilled both by His double obedi- 
ence in our stead, so that the demand of 
the law is fulfilled in us (by imputation). 

1 Comp. Ernesti Hthik d. Ap. P. p. 69 f. 
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roic wi) Kara odpKa K.7.2.] quippe qui ambularemus, etc. These words give neg- 
atively and positively the specific moral character, which is destined to be 
found in Christians, so far as the just requirement of the law is fulfilled in 
them. The j)is here, on account of the connection with iva, quite according 
torule ; Bacumlein, Partik. p. 287. In what that fulfilment manifests itself 
(Hofmann) Paul does not say,’ but he announces the moral regulative that 
is to deternine the inward and outward life of the subjects. He walks ac- 
cording to the flesh, who obeys the sinful lust dwelling in the odpé (vii. 18) ; 
-and he walks according to the Spirit, who follows the guidance, the impelling 
and regulating power (ver. 2), of the Holy Spirit. The one excludes the 
other, Gal. v. 16. To take rvevua without the article (which, after the nature 
of a proper noun, it did not all need), in a subjective sense, as the pneumatic 
nature of the regenerate man, produced by the Holy Spirit (see esp. Harless 
on Eph. ii. 22, and van Hengel)—as it is here taken, but independently of 
the putting the article, by Bengel, Riickert, Philippi, and others, following 
Chrysostom—is erroneous. See on Gal. v. 16. It never means, not even 
in contrast to cap£,? the ‘‘ renewed spiritual nature of man” (Philippi), but 
the sanctifying divine principle itself, objectively, and distinct from the hu- 
man rvevua. The appeal to John iii. 6 is erroneous. See on that passage. 

Ver. 5. The apostle regards the description just given, roi¢ 7 Kata capKa 
«.T.2., a8 too important not to follow it up with a justification corresponding 
with its antithetical tenor. This he bases on the opposite ¢poveiv of the sub- 
jects, according to their opposite moral quality, so that the emphasis lies, 
not upon évre¢ and ¢gpovovocxy (Hofmann, ‘‘ as the being of the Ego is, so is 
also its mental tendency”), but, as shown by the antithesis of dé x.7.4., simply 
on cata odpxa and x. rvevtua. The dvrec might be entirely omitted ; and ¢po- 
vovovv is the predicate to be affirmed of both parties, according to its differ- 
ent purport in the two cases. — ol kara o. dvtec] A wider conception (they 
who are according to the flesh) than oi x. o. repex. The latter is the manifes- 
tation in life of the former. — ra tij¢ o. dpov.| whose thinking and striving are 
directed to the interests of the flesh (the article r7c. c. makes the odp= objective 
as something independent) ; so that thus, according to vii. 21 ff., the fulfil- 
ment of the law is at variance with their efforts. Comp. on ¢pov., Matt. xvi. 
‘23; Phil. iii, 19 ; Col. iii. 2; Plat. Rep. p. 505 B ; 1 Macc. x. 20. 

Ver. 6. A second ydép, The former specified the reason (ver. 5), this 
second is explicative (namely) ; asimilar repetition and mutual relation of yap 
being common also in Greek authors. Comp. xi. 24 ; seé on Matt. vi. 32, 
xviii. 11 ; and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 840 ; Ktihner, IT. 2, p. 856. — The 
striving of the flesh, namely (comp. vov¢ rie capxde in Col. ii. 18), tends to 
bring man to (eternal) death (through sin), but the striving of the’ Holy Spirit 
to conduct him to (eternal) life and blessedness (of the Messianic kingdom). 
The explanation : the striving . . . has death as its consequence (Riickert, de 


1This would have required the objective of dependence is given in the text. See 
negation, since the negation would attach Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182. 
to kata capka, In Plut. Lye. 10, 19 (in oppo- 2 Observe that in ver. 10 the contrast is 
sition to Hofmann), the negation stands not odp£, but c@ua—in opposition to Pflei- 
along with the participle, and the relation dererin Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 177. 


— 
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Wette, and many others), isright as to fact (comp. vi. 21), but fails to bring 
out the personifying, vivid form of the representation, which, moreover, 
does not permit us to introduce the analytic reflection, that the enmity 
against God is the desire of the flesh ‘‘of étsel/,” and that it is death ‘on 
account of God” (Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 563). That death is God’s penal 
decree, is true ; but this thought does not belong here, where it is simply 
the destructive effort of the odp£ itself that is intended to be conveyed, and 
that indeed, in accordance with the prevailing concrete mode of descrip- 
tion, as a conscious effort, a real dpoveiv, not as an impulse that makes the Ego 
its captive (Hofmann), since the same predicate @pdrvyua applies to the odpe 
as well as to the rvevwa. On eipfvn, blessedness, comp. ii. 10. Understood 
in the narrower sense (peace with God), it would yicld a hysteronproteron, 
which Fritzsche actually assumes. 

Ver. 7. Acéti] propterea quod, introduces the reason why the striving of the 
flesh can be nothing else than death, and that of the Spirit nothing else than 
life and blessedness : for the former is enmity against God, the source of life ; 
comp. Jas. iv. 4. The establishment of the second half of ver. 6 Paul leaves 
out for the present, and only introduces it subsequently at vv. 10, 11, in 
another connection of ideas.—The éypa eic Ocdy has its ground assigned 
by 76 y. vdum 7. 0. oby trordccera, of Which 76 dpdvyua tie capkdc is still the 
subject (not 7 cap&, as Hofmann quite arbitrarily supposes) ; and the inward 
cause of this reality based on experience is afterwards specified by obdé yap 
divarat (for it is not even possible for it). —dbvarac] namely, according to its 
unholy nature, which maintains an antagonistic attitude to the will of God. 
This does not exclude the possibility of conversion (comp. Chrysostom), 
after which, however, the cap with its dpévyuais ethically dead (Gal. v. 24). 
Comp. vi. 6 ff. 

Ver. 8. Aé] is not put for ody (Beza, Calvin, Koppe, and others ; comp. 
also Riickert and Reiche), but is the simple peraBartixdv (autem), which, after 
the auxiliary clauses r@y. véuw . . . divara, leads over to a relation correspond- 
ing to the main proposition 7d @p. r. cdpk. EySpa cic Gedy, and referring to the 
persons in the concrete. The propriety of this connection will at once be 
manifest if roy. véuw . . . divarac be read more rapidly (like a parenthesis). 
According to Hofmann, the progress of thought is now supposed to 
advance from the condemnation of sin to the freedom from death. But such 
a scheme corresponds neither with the preceding, in which sin and death 
were grouped together (vv. 2, 6), nor with what follows, where in the first 
instance there is no mention of death, and it is only in ver. 10 f. that the 
special point is advanced of the raising from the dead. — év capxt] is in sub- 
stance the same as xara odpxa in ver. 5; but the form of the conception is : 
those who are in the flesh as the ethical life-element, in which they subsist, 
and Which is the opposite of the eiva év rvebwars in ver. 9, and év Xpior@ in 
ver. 1. Comp. on vii. 5. ‘The one excludes the other, and the former, as 
antagonistic to God, makes the dpéoa: Oc (comp. 1 Thess. ii. 15, iv. 1) an 
impossibility. 

Ver. 9. Antithetic (ye on the other hand) application of ver. 8 to the 
readers, —eirep] To take this word as guandoquidem, with Chrysostom and 
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others, including Olshausen, is not indeed contrary to linguistic usage, since, 
like ei in the sense of éeé (Dissen, ad Dem. decor. p. 195), eixep also is used 
in the sense of éreirep (see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 26). But in the 
present instance the context does not afford the smallest ground for this 
view ; on the contrary, the conditional signification : if certainly, of other- 
wise (see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 528; Baeuml. Partik. p. 202), is perfectly 
suitable, and with it the following antithetic ei dé corresponds. It con- 
veys an indirect incitement to self-examination. We may add that Paul 
might also have written siye without changing the sense (in opposition 
to Hermann’s canon, ad Viger. p. 834). See on 2 Cor. v. 3; Gal. ili. 4; 
Eph. iii. 2. — oixei év duiv] That is, has the seat of His presence and activity 


inyou. The point of the expression is not the constantly abiding (‘‘ stabile » 


domicilium,” Fritzsche and others ; also Hofmann) ; in that case it would 
have needed a more precise definition (see, on the contrary, the simple ov« 
éyec that follows). Respecting the matter itself and the conception, see 
1°Cor; iii, 16, vi. 17%, 19°52 Tim? 114; John xiv. 23.* The é avetmarz, 
which is not to be taken as ‘‘ in the spiritual nature” (Philippi), and the x». 
Gcod oixet év b wiv said with a significant more precise definition of zvedya, 
stand towards one another in an essential mutual relation. The former is 
conditioned by the latter ; for if the Spirit of God do not dwell in the 
man, He cannot be the determining element in which the latter lives. Com- 
pare the Johannine: ‘‘ ye in me, and I in you.” According to Hofmann, 
the relation consists in the Spirit being on the one hand,” ‘‘as active life- 
ground,” the absolutely inward, and on the other ‘‘as active ground of all 
life,” that which embraces all living. This, however, is a deviation from the 
specific strict sense of the rvetua, which, in accordance with the context, 
can only be that Holy Spirit who is given to believers ; and the concrete 
conception of the apostle receives the stamp of an abstraction. —«é dé 
Tie mvevua Xpiorov x.t.A.] Antithesis of eizep . . . tiv, rendering very 
apparent the necessity of that assumption. ‘‘ If, on the other hand, any one 
have not the Spirit of Christ, he does not belong to Him,” is not in communion 
of life with Christ, is not a true Christian ; for airod refers to Christ, not to 
God (van Hengel). Moreover, it is not the non-Christians, but the seeming- 
Christians (comp. 1 John iy. 13), who are characterized as those who have 
not the Spirit. —rveiua Xpiorov] (comp. Phil. i. 19 ; 1 Pet. i. 11) is none 
other than the Holy Ghost, the Spirit of God. He is so called because the 
exalted Christ really communicates Himself to His own in and with the 
Paraclete (John xiv.), so that the Spirit is the living principle and the 
organ of the proper presence of Christ and of His life in them.? Comp. on 
2 Cor, ili, 16; Gal. ii” 20, iv. 6; Eph. iii. 17 3 Col. i, 27; Acts xvi. 7. 
That this, and not perchance the endowment of Christ with the Spirit 
(Fritzsche), is the view here taken, is clearly proved by the following ei é 


1 Comp. also Ey. Thom. 10: rvedpa Ocod I. p. 268. 
évotkel €v 7G madly rovTw. See passages from 2 Bengel: ‘‘testimonium illustre de sancta 
Rabbinic writers on the dwelling of the ‘Trinitate ejusque oeconomia in corde 
Holy Spirit in man, quoted by Schoettgen, fidelium.” 
p. 527; Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenthum, 


= 
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Xptorde év bwiv. Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 346. The designation of 
the Holy Spirit by xv. X pcarod is purposely selected in order to render very 
conspicuous the truth of the oi« gory aitov. Kéllner wrongly lays down 
a distinction between the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ ; making 
the former the highest rveiua, the source ‘and perfection of all rveija, and 
the latter the higher God-resembling mind that was manifested in Ohrist. 
But a distinction between them is not required by vv. 10, 11 (see on that 
passage), and is decisively forbidden by Gal. iv. 6, compared with Rom. 
viii. 14-16. We cannot even say, therefore, with Umbreit : ‘‘the Spirit of 
Christ is the medium, through which man obtains the Spirit of God ;” nor, 
with van Hengel, who compares Luke ix. 55: ‘‘si vero quis Spiritum, qui 
Christi est, eum eo non habet communem,” with which Paul would here be 
aiming at the (alleged) Judaism of the Romans. 

Ver. 10. The contrast to the foregoing. ‘‘ Whosoever has not the Spirit of 
Christ, is not His ; if, on the other hand, Christ (i.e. xvetpa Xpiorod, see on 
ver. 9) is in you,” then ye enjoy the following blissful consequences :—(1) 
Although the body is the prey of death on account of sin, nevertheless the 
Spirit is life on account of righteousness, ver. 10, (2) And even the mor- 
tal body shall be revivified by Him who raised up Christ from the dead, 
because Christ’s Spirit dwelleth in you, ver. 11.—Vv. 10 and 11 have been 
rightly interpreted as referring to life and death in the proper (physical) 
sense by Augustine (de. pece. merit. et rem. i. 7), Calvin, Beza, Calovius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Tholuck, Klee, Flatt, Riickert, Reiche, Gléckler, Usteri, 
Fritzsche, Maier, Weiss /.c. p. 372, and others. For, jirst, on account of 
the apostle’s doctrine regarding the connection between sin and death (v. 
12) with which his readers were acquainted, he could not expect his 7. cdua 
vexp. 0’ dz. to be understood in any other sense ; secondly, the parallel be- 
tween the raising up of Christ from death, which was in fact bodily death, 
and the quickening of the mortal bodies does not permit any other view, 
since Cwor. stands without any definition whatever altering or modifying 
the proper sense : and lastly, the proper sense is in its bearing quite in har- 
mony with the theme of ver. 2 (which is discussed in vv. 3-11): for the 
life of the Spirit unaffected by physical death (ver. 10), and the final reviv- 
ification also of the body (ver. 11), just constitute the highest consumma- 
tion, and as it were the triumph, of the deliverance from the law of sin 
and death (ver. 2). These grounds, collectively,’ tell at the same time 
against the divergent explanations : (1) that in vv. 10, 11 it is spiritual 
death and life that are spoken of ; so Erasmus, Piscator, Locke, Heumann, 
Ch. Schmidt, Stolz, Béhme, Benecke, Kéllner, Schrader, Stengel, Krehl, 
and van Hengel. (2) That ver. 10 is to be taken in the spiritual, but ver. 
11 in the proper sense ; so Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 


1 They do not permit, moreover, any such 
widening of the idea, as Philippi and Hof- 
mann give to it. The former declares death 
to be, like the capa itself, spiritual-bodily ; 
as such itis even now the overruling princi- 
ple, inhabiting soul and body. According 


to Hofmann, the body is meant as in ¢haé 
death-condition which only finds its concl- 
sion in dying, but in virtue of all this thero 
is already present that, which makes the 
body incapable of being a manifestation of 
true life. 
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Grotius, Koppe, Olshausen, Reithmayr, and others ; de Wette unites the 
moral and physical sense in both verses, comp. also Nielsen and Umbreit ; see 
the particulars below. — vexpév] With this corresponds the $vyza in ver. 11. 
It conveys, however, the idea “‘ conditioni mortis obnoxium” (Augustine) more 
forcibly, and so as vividly to realize the certain result—he is dead |—a pro- 
lepsis of the final fate, which cannot now be altered or avoided. Well is 
it said by Bengel: ‘‘ magni vi; morti adjudicatum deditumque.” Our 
body is a corpse! Analogous is the éyd 62 axéSavov in vii. 10, though in that 
passage not used in the sense of physical death ; comp. Rev. iii. 1.‘ The 
commentators who do not explain it of physical death are at variance. And 
how surprising the diversity ! Some take vexp. as a favourable predicate, 
embracing the new birth = Savatwiv 77 duaprig (so with linguistic inaccu- 
racy even on account of d? du., Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, and with various modifications, also Erasmus, Raphel, Grotius, 
Locke, Heumann, Béhme, Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, and Mircker ; 
comp. van Hengel, ‘‘mortui instar ad inertiam redactum”). Others take 
it as: miserable by reason of sin (Michaelis, Koppe, KGliner), comp. de 
Wette : ‘‘Even in the redeemed there still remains the sinful inclination as 
source of the death, which expresses its power ;” Krehl as: ‘‘ morally 
dead ;” Olshausen : ‘‘not in the glory of its original destiny ;” Tholuck : 
in the sense of vii. 10 f., but also ‘‘including in itself the elements of moral 
life-disturbance and of misery.” Since, however, it is the ody that is just 
spoken of, and since 0? duapriav could only bring up the recollection of the 
proposition in v. 12, every view, which does not understand it of bodily 
death, is contrary to the context and far-fetched,’ especially since Sryra in 
ver. 11 corresponds to it. — dv’ duapriav] The ground : on account of sin, in 
consequence of sin (Kihner, II. 1, p. 419), which is more precisely known 
from v. 12. Death, which has arisen and become general through the en- 
trance of sin into the world, can be averted in no case, not even in that of 
the regenerate man. Hence, even in his case, the body is vexpdv bd’ duapriav. 
But how completely different is it in his case with the spirit! Tod rvedua, 
namely, in contrast to the céua, is necessarily not the transcendent (Holsten) 
or the Holy Spirit (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin, Grotius, and others) ; 
nor yet, as Hofmann turns the conception, the spirit which we now have 
when Christ is in us and His righteousness is ours; but simply our hu- 
man spirit, te. the substratum of the personal self-consciousness, and as 
such the principle of the higher cognitive and moral activity of life as 
directed towards God, different from the ~uy7, which is to be regarded as 
the potentiality of the human natural life. The faculty of the rveiua is the 
vovg (vil. 25), and its subject the moral Ego (vii. 15 ff.). That the spirit of 
those who are here spoken of is filled with the Holy Spirit, is in itself a 
correct inference from the presupposition ei Xpiord¢ év iuiv, but is not im- 


1 Also €uWuxov vexpdv, Soph. Ané. 1167; not again rule.’? Comp. van Hengel: ‘‘ ne 
Epict. fr. 176 : wuyaprov et Bacragov vexpov. peccati principio serviat.”” But how gratui- 
2 Even though it be explained with tously is this negative sense imported into 
Ewald, referring to vi. 2 ff., ‘‘ dead on ac-, the positive expression ! 
count of sin, in order that the latter should 
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plied in the word rd rvevya, as if this meant (Theodoret and de Wette) the 
human spirit pervaded by the Divine Spirit, the pneumatic essence of the 
regenerate man. That is never the case ; comp. on ver. 16. — lf] i.e. life 
is his essential element ; stronger than ¢%, the reading of F. G. Vulg. and 
mss. of the It. Comp. vii. 7. With respect to the spirit of the true Chris- 
tian, therefore, there can be no mention of death (which would of necessity 
be eternal death) ; comp. John xi. 26. He is eternally alive, and that oa 
Ouxatocbynv, on account of righteousness ; for the eternal fof is based on the 
justification thas has taken place for Christ’s sake and is appropriated by 
faith. Riickert, Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi (comp. also Hofmann), fol- 
lowing the majority of ancient expositors, have properly taken dicacoohyyy 
thus in the Pauline-dogmatie sense, seeing that the moral righteousness of life 
(Erasmus, Grotius, Tholuck, de Wette, Klee, and Maier) because never 
perfect (1 Cor. iv. 4; Phil. ili. 9, a/.), can never be ground of the fof. If, 
however, did dcxacoobvyv be rendered : for the sake of righteousness, ‘‘in order 
that the latter may continue and rule” (Ewald, comp. van Hengel), it 
would yield no contrast answering to the correct interpretation of vexpdv 6? 
du. It is moreover to be noted, that as 0’ duapr. does not refer to one’s 
own individual sin (on the contrary, see on é¢’ ¢ mdvte¢ juaptov, Vv. 12), so 
neither does did dixacoobvgy refer to one’s own righteousness. — Observe,, 
further, the fact that, and the mode in which, the dvcacootvy may be lost 
according to our passage, namely, if Christ is not in us,—a condition, by 
which the moral nature of the dv«asocbvy is laid down and security is guard- 
ed against. 

Ver. 11. According to ver. 10, there was still left one power of death, 
that over the body. Paul now disposes of this also, and hence takes up 
again, not indeed what had just been inferred (Hofmann, in accordance 
with his view of 7d rvevua, ver. 10), but the idea conditioning it, ei 68 X. év 
éu. ; not, however, in this form, but, as required by the tenor of what he 
intends to couple with it, in the form : ¢ dé r. mv. Tob éyecp. "I. éx vexp. olxet 
év iyiv. In substance the two are identical, since the indwelling of the 
Divine Spirit in us is the spiritual indwelling of Christ Himself in us. See 
on ver. 9.—The 6é, therefore, simply carries on the argument, namely, from 
the spirit which is Cw# (ver. 10), to the quickening that is certain even in 
the case of the mortal body (for observe the position of the «ai). The 
apostle’s inference is: ‘‘The Spirit who dwelleth in you is the Spirit of 
Him that raised up Jesus ; consequently God will also, with respect to your 
bodies, as dwelling-places of His Spirit, do the same as He has done in the 
case of Christ.” The self-evident presupposition in this inference is, that 
the Spirit of God dwelt in Jesus during His earthly career (Luke iv. 1, 14, 
18; Acts i. 2; John iii, 34, xx. 22). —Cworoujoer] Not éyepei, but the 
correlate of Cah ver. 10 (comp. ver. 6), and counterpart of vexpdv and Syyra, 18 
purposely selected. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. — dvyra] What he had _ previ- 
ously expressed proleptically by vexpér, he here describes according to the 
reality of the present by Svyrd. Observe, moreover, that Paul leaves out of 
view the fate of those still living at the Parousia, Their change is not included 
in the expression Cworovgcec (Hofmann), a view which neither the sense of 
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the word (comp. iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 22, 36 ; 1 Pet. iii. 18 ; John v. 21) nor 
the correlation with éye/pac permits. But to the readers’ consciousness of 
faith it was self-evident from the analogy of what is here said to them with 
reference to the case of their being already dead at the Parousia ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 51; 2 Cor. v. 2-4; 1 Thess. iv. 15-17.—On the interchange of ’Iycovv 
and rdv Xpiorév Bengel rightly remarks : ‘‘ Appellatio Jesw spectat ad ipsum ; 
Christi refertur ad nos ;” for Jesus as Christ is destined to be the archetype 
for believers even in an eschatological respect. — did 76 évockovvy x.7.7.| on 
account of His Spirit that dwelleth in you. Observe the emphatic prefixing 
of the airov relating to God. How could God, the Raiser up of Christ, who 
was the possessor of His Spirit, leave the bodies of believers, which are the 
dwelling-places of the same Spirit, without quickening ? The more char- 
acteristic évovxovv (previously it was only oixeZ) is a climax to the representa- 
tion.—K@6llner’s explanation may serve to exemplify the conception of our 
passage in an ethical sense (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others) : ‘‘So will 
He who raised up Jesus from the dead bring to life also your bodies that 
are still subject to death (sin and misery), that is, ennoble also your sensuous 
nature and so perfect you entirely.” But even apart from this arbitrary inter- 
pretation given to the simple Srvyra (which ought rather with van Hengel to 
be interpreted : ‘‘ quamquam mortalia ideoque minoris numeri sunt”), how 
diffuse and verbose would be the whole mode of expressing the simple 
thought ! How utterly out of place this dualism of the representation, as if 
the divine work of the moral revivification of the body were something inde- 
pendent, alongside of and subsequent to that of the spirit! See, moreover, 
generally on ver. 10, and the appropriate remarks of Reiche, Commentar 
crit. I. p. 62 ff. Lastly, according to de Wette’s combination of the two 
senses—the moral and the physical—the thought is: ‘‘This death-over- 
coming Spirit of God shall destroy more and more the principle of sin and 
death in your bodies, and instead of it introduce the principle of the life- 
bringing Spirit into your whole personality, even into the body itself,”— 
a thought which opens wp the prospect of the future resurrection or change 
of the body. But the resurrection will be participated in by all believers 
at once, independently of the development noticed in our passage, by which 
their bodies would have first to be made ripe for it ; and even the change of 
the living at the Parousia is, according to 1 Cor. xv. 51 ff., not a process 
developed from within outwardly, but a result produced in a twinkling 
from without (at the sound of the last trampet),—a result, which cannot be 
the final consequence of the gradual inward destruction of the principle of 
sin and death, because in that case all could not participate in it simultane- 
ously, which nevertheless is the case, according to 1 Cor. xv. 51. Notwith- 
standing, this view, which combines the spiritual and bodily process of 
glorification, has been again brought forward by Philippi, according to 
whom what is here meant is the progressive merging of death into life, which 
can only be accomplished * by the progressive merging of sin into the righteous- 


If it be attempted to apply this view to of application to all those to whom no 
the different subjects concerned, the ab- time is afforded between their conversion 
surdity is encountered, that it is incapable and their death, or between their conver- 
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ness of life, and of the céua into the rvevya (?).. The simple explanation of 
the resurrection of the body is rightly retained by Tholuck, Umbreit, Hof- 
mann, Weiss, and others ; whilst Ewald contents himself with the indeter- 
minate double sense of eternal life beginning in the mortal body. 

Vv. 12-17. Accordingly we are bound not to live carnally, for that brings 
death ; whereas the government of the Spirit, on the other hand, brings life, be- 
cause we, as moved by the Spirit, are children of God, and as such are sure of 
the future glory. 

Ver. 12. "Apa otv] Draws the inference not merely from ver. 11, but from 
the contents closely in substance bound up together of vv. 10, 11. ‘Since 
these blissful consequences are conditioned by the Spirit that dwelleth in 
us, we are not bound to give service to the flesh.” That has not deserved 
well of us !—ot rm capxi . . . (qv) In the lively progress of his argument, 
Paul leaves the counterpart, aaAa 7G rvebuari, Tod Kata rvevua Cv, Without 
direct expression ; but it results self-evidently for every reader from ver. 13. 
[See Note XCIII. p. 348. ]— rod «. o. Civ] in order to live carnally. This would 
be the aim of our relation of debt to the flesh, if such a relation existed ; 
we should have the carnal mode of life for our task. Fritzsche thinks that 
it belongs to og. : ‘‘Sumus debitores non carni obligati, nempe debitores 
vitae ex carnis cupiditatibus instituendae ;” so also Winer, p. 306 [E. T. 
326]. But in Gal. v. 3 Paul couples it with the sémple infinitive ; as in 
Soph. Aj. 587, Eur. Rhes. 965. Since he here says row fq that telic view is 
all the more to be preferred, by which the contents of the obligation (so 
Hofmann) is brought out as its destination for us. The idea conveyed by 
kata capxa Cav is that of being alive (contrast to dying) according to the rule 
and standard of cap£, so that capé is the regulative principle. The more pre- 
cise and definite idea : carnal bliss (Hofmann), is not expressed. We should 
note, moreover, 77 capx? with the article (personified), and kara cdpxa with- 
out it (qualitative), ver. 5. 

Ver. 13. Reason for ver. 12—‘‘ for so ye would attain the opposite of your 
destination, as specifiedin vv. 10,11.” The péAAecv (comp. iv. 24) indicates 
the ‘‘certum et constitutum esse secundum vim (divini) fati.” Ellendt, Lev. 
Soph. Il. p. 72. —axodvioxev] The opposite of the Gof in ver. 10 f. ; conse- 
quently used of the being transferred into the state of eternal death ; and 
then C#oeo¥e in the sense of eternal life (see ver. 17). Comp. vil. 10, 24, vill. 
6, 10. This dying does not exclude the resurrection of the body (Riickert), 
but points to the unblissful existence in Hades before (Luke xvi. 23) and 
after (comp. Matt. x. 28) the judgment. If it were true that Paul did not 
believe in a resurrection for unbelievers, he would stand in direct antago- 
nism to John v. 28f.; Acts xxiv. 15 ; Matt. v. 29f., x. 28; and even 1 
Cor. xv. 24 (see on that passage). Here also Philippi combines bodily, spir- 
itual, and eternal death ; but see above, on Rom. v. 12. And here it may 
be specially urged against this view, that the dying and living are assigned 
purely to the region of the futwre. Oecumenius aptly says : rov avavatov 
. sion and the Parousia, for the develop- yields an idea which would even @ priori, 


ment of the alleged spiritual-bodily process in the generality in which Paul would haye 
of glorification. This exposition, therefore, expressed it, lack truth. 
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Sdvarov év Th yeévvn. —Tvebuari] i.e. by means of the Holy Spirit, comp. vv. 4, 
5, 6, 9, and the following mvebyats Ocov ; consequently here also not sub- 
jective (Philippi and others: ‘‘ pneumatic condition of mind”).—ra¢ 
mpage tov ob.| The practices (tricks, machinations, see on Col. ili. 9 ; Luke 
xxiii. 51 ; Acts xix. 18 ;? which the body (in accordance with the véyoc éy rotc 
péheot, Vii. 23) desires to carry out. These we make dead (Savaroire), when 
the Ego, following the drawing of the Holy Spirit, conquers the lusts that 
form their basis ; so that they do not come to realization, and are reduced 
to nothing. Zéya is not used here for cape (Reiche and others) ; Paul has 
not become inconsistent with his own use of language (Stirm in Tub. 
Zeitschr. 1834, 8, p. 11), but has regarded the (in itself indifferent) céua as 
the executive organ of the sin, which, dwelling in the capf of the body, 
rules over the body, and makes it the cua duapriac (vi. 6), if the Spirit does 
not obtain the control and make it His organ. The term zpdfevc, further 
used by Paul only in Col. iii. 9 (not épya), is purposely selected to express the 
evil conception, which Hofmann (‘‘ acts”) without any ground calls in ques- 
tion. It is frequently used thus by Greek authors, as also zpdyyara. —The 
alternating antithesis is aptly chosen, so that in the two protases living and 
putting to death, in the apodoses death and life, stand constrasted with one 
another. 

Ver. 14. Reason assigned for the (jcecSe. ‘For then ye belong, as led 
by God, to the children of God (for whom the life of the Messianic king- 
dom is destined, ver. 17 ; Gal. iv. 7).” Theodore of Mopsuestia : d7Aov odv 
bre ol TovodToe THY pakapiav Conv rapa TO éavTdv ratpt Choovra. — ayovrar]7.é. are 
determined in the activity of their inward and outward life. Comp. ii. 4 ; 
Gal. v. 18 ; 2 Tim. iii. 6.7? The expression is passive (hence the dative), 
though without prejudice to the freedom of the human will, as ver. 13 
proves. ‘‘ Non est enim coactio, ut voluntas non possit repugnare : trahit 
Deus, sed volentem trahit,”” Melanchthon. — viot @cot] Thus Paul elevates the 
hallowed theocratic conception, ix. 5, to the purely moral idea, which is real- 
ized in the case of those who are led by the Divine Spirit (which is granted 
only to those who believe in Christ, Gal. iii. 26). The oiroz is therefore not 
unemphatic (Hofmann)—which would make it quite superfluous—but has 
an excluding and contrasting force (these and no others, comp. Gal. iii. 7). 
Next to it vict has the stress (hence its position immediately after obro., see 
the critical remarks), being conceived already as in contrast to dodAo., see ver. 
15. The vioi Ocov are those who have been justified by faith, thereby law- 


fully received by Him into the fellowship of children with a reconciled ° 


Father (ver. 15), governed by the Holy Spirit given unto them (comp. Gal. 
iv. 6), exalted to the dignity of the relation of brethren to Christ (ver. 29). 
and sure of the eternal glory (of the inheritance). For a view of the rela- 


tion in question under its various aspects in Paul, John, and the Synoptics, 
see on John i, 12. 


1Dem. 126. 22; Polyb. ii. 7, 8, ti. 9. 2, iv. C. 254 (Reisig, Hnarr. p. LXI.) ; Plat. Phaed. 
8. 3, v. 96.4; and Sturz, Zea. Xen. III. p. Pp. 94 H: dyeodat imd TOV TOD GHmatos Tadnnd- 
646. TwWV. 


2 Soph. Ant. 620: orw ppévas Beds dyer, Oed. 
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Ver. 15 assigns the ground for ver. 14 in application to the readers. 
Hor ye received not, when the Holy Spirit was communicated to you, a spirit 
of bondage, that is, a spirit swch as is the regulating power in the state of 
slavery. This view of the genitive (Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi) is 
required by the contrast ; because the viodecia, when the Spirit is given, is 
already present, having entered, namely, through faith and justification 
(Gal. iv. 6). Hence it cannot, with others (Kéllner, Riickert, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Hofmann, Reithmayr, following Theodore of Mopsuestia and 
others), be taken as the genitive of the effect (who works bondage). This 
also holds against Lipsius, Rechtfertigungslehre, p. 170.— dru eic 6Bor] 
again to fear, conveys the aim of the (denied) 43. rv. dovd., so that réduv, 
as its very position shows, gives a qualification, not of £24., but of etc 
963. : ‘in order that ye should once more (as under the law working 
wrath) be afraid.” — rveia viodes.] i.e. a spirit which, in the state of adoption, 
is the ruling principle. Yiodecia is the proper term for adoption (Séobat vidv, 
Plat. Legg. xi. p.929C; Arr. An. i. 23. 11) ; see Grotius and Fritzsche, 
in loc. ; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 64. 15 ; comp. on Gal. iv. 5 ; also Weiss, 
bibl. Theol. p. 340. Therefore not sonship in general (the Patristic vidrye), 
as is the view of the majority ; it is rightly rendered in the Vulgate : 
“* adoptionis jiliorum ;” it does not represent believers as children of God by 
birth, but as those who by God’s grace (Eph. i. 5-8) have been asswmed into 
the place of children, and as brethren of Christ (ver. 29). Those thus 
adopted receive the Spirit from God, but are not begotten to sonship through 
the Spirit (Hofmann) ; comp. Weiss, U.c.— The repetition of éAdPere 
’ rvevua has a certain solemnity. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 7 ; Phil. iv. 17. —é 9] 
in whom, a8 in the element that moves our inner life. Comp, on 1 Cor. 
xii. 3; Eph. ii. 18. —xpdfouev] we ery, the outburst of fervid emotion in 
prayer. Comp. on Gal. iv. 6. The transition to the jirst person takes place 
without special intention, under the involuntary pressure of the sense of 
fellowship. —’A88a] See on Mark xiv. 36, and Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 20. 
From the three passages, Mark, /.c., Gal. iv. 6, and our present one, it may 
be assumed that the address 838 was transferred fromthe Jewish into the 
Christian prayers, and in the latter received the consecration of special 
sanctity through Christ Himself, who as Son thus‘addressed the Father. 
This ’ABGa gradually assumed the nature of a proper name; and thus it 
came that the Greek-praying Christians retained the Chaldee word in a 
vocative sense as a proper name, and further, in the fervour of the feeling 
of sonship, added along with it the specifically Christian address to the 
Father, using the appellative 6 rargp in the appositional nominative (Kiihner, 


1 IIvedua Sova. is therefore what the Holy position of mind such as one has in slavery 
Spirit received is not. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 7. (childhood).” Vv. 14, 16 ought to have 
Altogether contrary to the context, Gro- precluded such a view. Chrysostom, The- 
tius, Michaelis, and others understand  odoret, and others understood it directly 
affectus servilis, taking it consequently not of 7d ypaujma Tod vOMoU ws maps rob TVEVMATOS 
of the objective spirit, but subjectively ; as do pév Sovtev, Sovdous bé naAdov dpudgor, Theoph- 
also Reiche, Baumgarten-Crusius, and de ylact. Comp. Oecumenius : Tov mrevmatiKoy 
Wette, with whom Philippi agrees: “‘adis- — gyat vopov. 
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II. 1, p. 42) ; so that the “‘ Alba, Father,” now became fixed.* It has been 
frequently supposed (and is still by Rickert, Reiche, and K6llner) that 
Paul added 6 rarhp by way of explanation. But against this view it may be 
urged, that in passages so full of fecling as Rom. viii. 15 and Gal. iv. 6, an 
interpretation—and that too of a word which, considering the familiarity 
with Jewish modes of expression in the churches of Rome and Galatia, 
undoubtedly needed no explanation, and was certainly well known also 
through the evangelistic tradition as the form of address in prayer that 
had flowed from the mouth of Jesus—seems unnatural and out of place. 
Besides, in all three instances, in Mark* and Paul, uniformly the mere ’ASSa 
6 ratip is given without any formula of interpretation (roi7’ éo7c or the like) 
being added. Other views—destitute, however, of all proof—are : that the 
custom which insinuating children have of repeating the father’s name is 
here imitated (Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and Gro- 
tius) ; or that the emphasis affectus (Erasmus) is here expressed (either view 
would be possible only in the event of the passage standing as ’A{{a, 
’ABGBa) ; or even that it is meant to signify the Fatherhood of God for Jews 
and Gentiles (Augustine, Anselm, Calvin, Estius, and others). With our 
view Philippi is substantially agreed. Against the objections of Fritzsche, 
who regards 6 zarf#p as an explanatory addition grown into a habit, see on 
Gal. iv. 6. —The Father-name of God in the Old Covenant (Ex. xx. 2; 
Isa. Ixili. 16 ; Hos. xi. 1; Jer. ui. 19, xxxi. 9) only received the loftiest 
fulfilment of its meaning in the New Covenant through the viodecia accom- 
plished in Christ. * 

Ver. 16. More precise information respecting the preceding év 6 xpat. 
"ABBA 6 r.—adtd 7d rveipa k.7.A.] Not He, the Spirit (Hofmann, inappro- 
priately comparing ver. 21 and 1 Thess. iii. 11) ; but, since airdéc in the 
casus ‘rectus always means ipse, the context supplying the more special 
reference of the sense : dpse spiritus, that is, Himself, on His own part, the 
(received) Spirit testifies with our spirit ; He unites His own testimony that 
we are children of God with the same testimony borne by our spirit, which 
(1 Cor. ii. 11) is the seat of our self-consciousness. —In cvuyapr. the cup 
and its reference tor. rv. ju. are not to be neglected, any more than in ii. 
15, ix. 1, as the Vulgate, Luther, Grotius, and Fathers, also Koppe, 
Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, and others have done. Paul dis- 
tinguishes from the subjective self-consciousness : Jam the child of God, 
the therewith accordant testimony of the objective Holy Spirit v thow art 
the child of God !_ The latter is the yea to the former ; and thus it comes 
that we cry the Abba év 76 rvebpuars. Our older theologians (see especially 
Calovius) have rightly used our passage as a proof of the certitudo gratiae in 


opposition to the Catholic Church with its mere conjectura moralis. Comp. 


1Tt was owing simply to the provincial 
dialect of Palestine that SIN and not IS 
wasused. Alberti, Tholuck, and Olshausen 
think it due to the former having a more 
childlike (lisping) sound, Other precarious 
views may be seen in Wolf, Cur.; Light- 


foot, Hor. p. 654 f. 

2In Mark xiy. 86 the expression is put 
into the mouth of Jesus from a later age. 
See in loc. 

3’ Comp. Umbreit, p. 287 f.; Schultz, at- 
test. Theol. II. p. 98. 
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Eph. i. 13, iv. 30; 1 John iii. 24, iv. 13. At the same time, it is also a 
clear dictum probans against ‘all pantheistic confusion of the divine and the 
human spirit and consciousness, and no less against the assertion that Paul 
ascribes to man not a human rveiva, but only the divine rveiua become sub- 
jective (Baur, Holsten). Against this view, see also Pfleiderer, in Hilgen- 
feld’s Zeitschr, 1871, p. 162 f., who nevertheless, at p. 177 f., from our 
passage and chap. vill. generally, attributes to the apostle the doctrine that 
in the Christian the real divine rvetuza has become the proper human one, 
and vice versa ; comp. on ver. 26. Against the Fanatics Melanchthon truly 
observes, that the working of the Spirit in the believer begins ‘‘ praelucente 
voce evangelii.”” — réxva] The term children, expressive of greater tender- 
ness, called forth by the increasing fervour of the discourse. Comp. 
ver. 21. The aspect of the legal relation (of the viodecia) at the same time 
recedes into the background. Comp. Phil. ii. 15. 

Ver. 17, From the truth of the filial relation to God, Paul now passes 
over by the continuative 0é to the sure blissful consequence of it,—and that 
indeed in organic reference to the ¢jceo%e promised in ver. 13. — From our 
childship follows necessarily our Heirship. Comp. Gal. iv. 7. Both are to 
be left perfectly general, without supplying Ocoi, since it is only what fol- 
lows that furnishes the concrete, more precise definition, in which here the 
general relation is realized. — kAnpovduot Oot] The inheritance, which God 
once on a time transfers to His children as their property, is the salvation 
and glory of the Messianic kingdom. Comp. iv. 14. God is, of course, in 
this case conceived not as a dying testator, but as the ling bestower of His 
goods on His children (Luke xv. 12). However, the conclusion (ver. 17) 
forbids us to disregard the idea of inheritance, and to find only that of the 
receiving possession represented (in opposition to van Hengel). — abykAnp. dé 
Xpictot} Not something greater than kAnpov. Ocov, on the contrary in sub- 
stance the same, but specifically characterized from the standpoint of our fel- 
lowship with Christ, whose co-heirs we must be as xAnpov. Oecd, since, having 
entered into sonship through the viodecia, we have become Christ’s brethren 
(ver. 29). Moreover, that Paul has here in view, not the analogy of the 
Hebrew law of inheritance that conferred a man’s intestate heritage only on 
sons of his body, if there were such, but that of the Roman law (Fritzsche, 
Tholuck, van Hengel ; see more particularly on Gal. iv. 7), is the historical- 
ly necessary supposition, which can least of all seem foreign or inappropri- 
ate in an epistle to the Romans. —ovurdcy.] [See Note XCIV. p. 349.] 
Whosoever, for the sake of the gospel, submits to suffering (Matt. x. 38, xvi. 
24), suffers with Christ ; i.e. he has actual share in the suffering endured by 
Christ (1 Pet. iv. 13), drinks the same cup that He drank (Matt. xx. 22 f.). 
Comp. on 2 Cor. i. 5 ; Phil. iii. 10 ; Col. i. 24. This fellowship of suffer- 


1 Hofmann incorrectly imports the idea 
that vids emphasizes the connection of life, 
and réxvov the descent ; hence Christ is not 
called réxvov, but only vids. This view is 
demolished by the fact that, precisely in 
virtue of His descent as the povoyerys and 
mpwrétoxos, Christ is the vids. He is not 


called réxvov, simply because vids was the 
prophetic and historical designation of the 
Messiah consecrated by ancient usage. In 
fact, the LXX. render promiscuously {2 as 
well as ao” (which Hofmann compares) 
sometimes by vids and sometimes by rékvov. 
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ing Paul regards as that which must be presupposed in order to the attain- 
ment of glory, of participation in the défa of Christ (ciep, as in ver. 9) ; not 
indeed as meritum, or pretium vitae aeternae, but as obedientia propter ordi- 
nem a Deo sancitum, Melanchthon. Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 11 f. This conviction 
developed itself, especially under the external influence of the circumstances 
of an age fruitful in persecution, just as necessarily and truly out of the in- 
ward assurance that in the case of Jesus Himself His suffering,’ willed by 
God, and undertaken and borne in obedience to the Father, was the condi- 
tion of His glory (Luke xxiv. 26 ; Phil. ii. 6 ff., a/.), as it in its turn became 
a rich spring of the enthusiasm for martyrdom. | Olshausen (comp. also Phi- 
lippi) mixes up an element which is here foreign : ‘‘ participation in the con- 
flict with sin in themselves and in the world.” Even without introducing 
this element foreign to the word itself, the cvurdcyeiv, as the presupposition 
involved in the joint-heirship, has its universal applicability, based not 
merely on the general participation of all in the suffering of this time, but 
especially also on the relation of the children of God to the ungodly world 
(comp. John vii. 7, xv. 18 f., xvii. 14)..— wa kat cvvdot.| in order to be also 
glorified with Him ; dependent not on cvykanp. (Tholuck), but on cuuracy., 
the divine final aim of which, known to the sufferer, it subjoins. 

Vv. 18-31.7 Grounds of encouragement for the cvuracyew iva x. cvvdoe. — 
Namely, (1) The future glory shall far outweigh the present sufferings, vv. 
18-25.— (2) The Holy*Ghost supports us, vv. 26, 27.—(3) Generally, all 
things must serve for good to those who love God, vy. 28-31. [See Note, 
on the connection of thought in vv. 18-25, XCV. p. 349. ] 

Ver. 18. [See, on several words and phrases in vv. 18-25, Note XCVI. p. 
350.] AoyiZouac] I reckon, as in iii. 28 ; 2 Cor. xi. 5; Phil. iii. 13. In the 
singular we are not to discover a turn given to the argument, as if the apos- 
tle found it necessary to justify himself on account of the condition eirep 
ovurdoy. (Hofmann). Just as little here as in the case of xérevcwas in ver. 
38. He simply delivers his judgment, which, however, he might have ex- 
pressed with equal propriety in a form inclusive of others, as subsequently 
he has written oidayev (ver. 22). Such changing of the person is accidental 
and without any special design, especially as here he does not say éa yap 
Aoyit., OY Aoyifouas yap avroc éyG, or otherwise give himself prominence. A 
certain litotes, however, lies (not indeed in the singular, but) in the use of 
AoyiGouae itself, which really contains an oida and a rérecouar. —odx a&ca] not 
of equal importance, not of corresponding weight ; they are unimportant. On 
mpdc, in comparison with, in relation to, comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 471 E : obdevde 
aEvb¢ Eote mpdg tiv aAgSecav, Protag. p. 856 A; Winer, p. 878 [E. T. 405]. 
On ovk dgidv gore itself, however, in the sense : non operae pretium est, see 


1 Here also set forth by Hofmann under 
the aspect of treatment encountered by Him 
at the hands of the enemies of the work of 
salvation. 

2 See, on the section about the groaning 
of the creature, Késter, in Stud. wu. Krit. 1862, 
p. 755 ff.; M. Schenkel, von d. Seu*zen der 
Creatur (Schulprogr. Plauen), 1862; From- 


mann, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, 
p. 25 ff. ; Zahn, in the same, 1865, p. 511 ff. ; 
Gxaf, in Heidenheim’s Vierteijahrsschr. 1867, 
3; Engelhardt, in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1871, 
p. 48 ff. (against Frommann) ; and against 
Engelhardt, see Frommann in the same 
Zeitschrift, 1872, p. 33 ff, 
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Kihner, ad Xen. Anab. vi. 5. 13.1 On the sudject-matter, see especially 2 
Cor. iv. 17. — tov viv xarpod] of the present time-period. [See Note XCVIIL. 
p. 851.] The viv xacpé¢ marks off from the whole aidy obrog (see on Matt, xii. 
82) the period then current, which was to end with the approaching Parousia 
(assumed as near in xiii. 11, 12, 1 Thess. iv. 17, 1 Cor. vii. 29, and in the 
entire N. T.), and was thus the time of the crisis. — wéAa. dE. don. ] éAAov- 
cay (see on ver. 13) is, as in Gal. iil. 23, prefixed with emphasis, correlative 
with the foregoing viv. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 22; Plat. Rep. p. 572 B: xa? 
Tavu dokovow 7uav éviowg ueTpiore eivar. See Stallbaum én loc. — aroxad.] Name- 
ly, at the Parousia, when the défa which is now hidden (in heaven, comp. 
Col. iii. 3 f. ; 1 Pet. i. 4) is to be revealed. — eic¢ juac] on us, so that we are 
those, wpon whom (reaching unto them) the aroxdAvc takes place. Comp. 
Acts xxviii. 6. The déga comes to us, therefore, from without (with Christ 
descending from heaven ; comp. Col. iii. 4; Phil. iii. 21; Tit. ii. 13) ; but 
is not conceived as having already begun inwardly and then becoming ap- 
parent outwardly (in opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 206). 

Ver. 19. Tap] introduces, from the waiting of the creation (to whose 
groaning that of Christians thereupon joins itself in ver. 23) for this glori- 
ous consummation, a peculiar confirmation, couched in a poetic strain, of 
the fact that the amoxazviuc tie déEne is really impending ; and thus lends 
support to the comforting certainty of that future manifestation, that is, to 
the element involved in the emphatically prefixed péAZovcav ; comp. Calo- 
vius, Fritzsche, de Wette, Krebl, Reithmayr, and Bisping. From Origen 
and Chrysostom down to Hofmann, there has usually been discovered here 
a ground assigned for the greatness of the glory. But this is neither con- 
sistent with the emphatic prominence of yéAAovoay, nor with the subsequent 
ground itself, which proves nothing as to the greatness of the défa, but 
stands to the indubitableness of the latter, otherwise firmly established and 
presupposed, in the relation of a sympathetic testimony of nature.” Least of 
all can ydp introduce a ground of the apostle’s belief for his own Aoyifoua 
«.7.A. (van Hengel). According to Philippi, what is to be established is, 
that the dda is not already present, but only future, which, however, even 
taking into account human impatience, was quite self-evident. For the 
nearness of*the défa (Reiche), just as before it was not expressly announced 
in the simple péAdovear, the sequel affords no proof, since the element of 
speediness is not expressed. — 7 aroxapadoxia] The verb xapadoxetv (Xen. Mem. 
iii. 5, 6, frequent in Euripides) strictly means : to expect with uplifted head, 
then to expect generally, to long for (Valck. ad Herod. vii. 168 ; Loesner, Obss, 
p. 256 f.); and xapadoxia means expectatio (Prov. x. 28 ; Aq. Ps. XXxvili. 7). 
The strengthened (Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 582 ; Tittmann, Synon. p. 106 ff.) 
droxapadoxeiv (Joseph. Bell. Jud. iii. 7. 26 ; Polyb. xvi. 2. 8, xviii. 31. 4, 
xxii. 19. 3; Aq. Ps. xxxvi. 7; Alberti, Gloss. p. 106 ff.) and amoxapadoxia 
(only elsewhere in Phil. i. 20) is the waiting expectation (not anwious expec- 


1 Comp. Dem. 300 wit. ; Polyb. iv. 20. 2. haec enim spes nostra tantae est certitudinis, ut 

2The train of thought may therefore, confirmetur totius naturae ad eundem finem 
expressed in Latin, be paraphrased some- nostrum tendentis expectatione suspiriisque.” 
what thus: “ryv pédAdovoay «.7.A, inqguam, 
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tation, as Luther has it) that continues on the strain till the goal is attained. 
See especially Tittmann, lc. ; Fritzsche in Friteschior. Opuscul. p. 150 ff. 
Without warrant, Loesner, Krebs, Fischer, de vit. Lex. p. 128 f., and others, 
including Riickert, Reiche, and van Hengel, have refused to recognize the 
strengthening element of ad, already pointed out by Chrysostom and Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, although Paul himself gives prominence to it repeated- 
ly in dmexdéy. (comp. vv. 28, 25; 1 Cor. i. 7; Gal. v. 5; Phil. iii, 20). — 
The Kticewc| Genitive of the ane The waiting of the xriov is with rhe- 
torical emphasis brought into prominence as something independent. See 
Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 236]. ‘Il xriowe means—(1) actus creationis ; so i. 20, 
corresponding to the classic usage in the sense of establishment (Pind. Ol. 
18. 118 ; comp. 1 Pet. ii. 13), founding (Polyb., Plut., and others), plant- 
ing, etc. — (2) The thing created, and that (a) where the context supplies no 
limitation, quite generally like our creation, Mark x. 6, xiii. 19 ; 2 Pet. ili. 4 ; 

Judith xvi. 14 ; Wisd. ii. 6, al.; and (6) where the context does limit it, et 
amore or less special sense, as in Mark xvi. 15, Col. i. 23 (of that portion of 
the creation, which consists of mankind), Col. i. 15, Heb. iv. 13 (of every 
individual creature) ; comp. i. 25, viii. 39 ; also xazvy xricte In 2 Cor. v. 17, 
Gal. vi. 15. Since, then, the absolute 7 xricwe must receive its limitation of 
sense simply from the connection, the question is, What does the text in 
our passage exclude from the meaning of rjc xricewe ? ~There are plainly ex- 
eluded not only the angelic and demoniac kingdom (see ver. 20), but also 
Christians collectively, as is clear from vy. 19, 21, and 23, where the Chris- 
tians are different from the xricvc, and even opposed to it, so that they cannot 
be regarded (according to the view of Frommann) as forming a partial con- 
ception, embraced also in the kricic.’ But is the non-Christian portion of hu- 
manity to be excluded also? If not, it must be meant either along with 
something else, or else alone. If the former, then Paul, seeing that irra- 
tional nature at any rate remains within the compass of the idea, would 
have included under one notion this nature and the Jowich anc heathen 
worlds, which would be absurd. But if non-Christian humanity alone be 
meant, then—(1) we should not be able to see why Paul should have 
chosen the term x«riovc, and not have used the definite expression xdéoyoc, 
which is formally employed for that idea elsewhere in his own writings and 
throughout the N. T. Besides, the absolute xriove nowhere in the entire N. T. 
means non-Christian mankind Gn Mark xvi. 15 and Col. i. 28, zdoy stands 
along with it) ; and, indeed, aca 7 xrioue (Mark) and xaoa xriove (Col.) 
mean nothing else than the whole ereation and every creature, and in these 
cases it is purely the context that shows that created men are meant, while 
at the same time it is self-evident ex adjuncto (for the discourse concerns the 
preaching of the gospel to the xriovc) that Christians are not to be under- 
stood. (2) The hostile attitude of the then existing xécuoc towards the 
Christian body would cause the assertion respecting it of a sympathetic and, 
as it were, prophetic yearning for the manifestation of the children of God 


1 Frommann unjustifiably appeals to 2 Cor. vil. 7. See, on the contrary, also Zahn, J.c. 
p. 516 f., and Engelhardt, p. 49. 
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to seem a curious paradox, which, moreover, as a truth, in the case of 
the Jews and Gentiles, would rest on quite a different foundation, namely, 
the expectation of the Jewish Messianic kingdom, and on the other hand, 
the yearning dream of a golden age. (8) Again, the expressions in ver. 
20 are of such a character, that they in no way make us presuppose in the 
writer such a conception of humanity subjected through sin to the Sdvaroc 
as Paul had, but allow us just to think of the «ricv as having fallen a prey 
to the lot of mortality, not by its own free action, but innocently, and 
by outward necessity ; the apostle would not have left the Sdvarog unmen- 
tioned.* (4) Further, the hope of attaining to the freedom of the glory 
of the children of God (ver. 21) was only left to the «écyoc, in so far as it 
should be converted to Christ ; but ver. 21, in point of fact, merely asserts 
that on the entrance of that glory the xrici¢ is to be glorified also, without 
touching, in regard to mankind, on the condition of conversion—which as- 
suredly Paul least of all would have omitted. (5) Finally, Paul expected 
that, previous to the entrance of the Parousia, the fulness of the Gentiles and 
all Israel would become christianized (xi. 25, 26), and had to shape his concep- 
tion, therefore, in such a way as to make humanity, taken asa whole, belong to 
the vioi¢ Gcov When the manifestation of the kingdom should appear. And 
as to that, ver. 21 decidedly forbids the connecting of the notion of mankind 
with 7 xréovc. — There remains, therefore, as the definition of the notion of 
7 xtiove IM accordance with the text : the collective non-rational creation, ani- 
mate and inanimate, the same which we term in popular usage ‘‘ all nature” 
(comp. Wisd. y. 18, xvi. 24, xix. 6), from which we are accustomed to ex- 
clude intelligent beings. In view of the poetically prophetic colouring of 
the whole passage, the expressions of waiting, sighing, hoping, of bondage 
and redemption, excite the less surprise, since already in the O. T. instances 
of a similar prosopopoeia are very common (Deut. iv. 84 ; Ps. xix. 2, Ixviii. 
iexcwilowovie il - isa. ite te xiv, 8, lv. 12h Bizek. xxx) Loe Habs i. 
11; Bar. iii. 84 ; Job xii. 7-9, al.) ; and Chrysostom very aptly remarks : 
Gore 0é éupavTixdrepov yevéoval Tov Adyov, Kai TpoTwToToLEt TOV KéomoY amavra TOUTOV 
amep kat ol mpogprar rocovawv, rorapove KpoTovvTacg yepotv eladyovrec K.T.A. Comp. 
Oecumenius and Theophylact. The idea of the glorification of all nature 
cannot be accounted wnpauline, for the simple reason that it is clearly ex- 
pressed in our passage ; and because, moreover, as being connected with 
the history of the moral development of humanity according to Gen. iil. 
17 f., and necessarily belonging to the idea of the aroxardoractg ravtwv (Matt.. 
xix. 28; Actsiii. 21; 2 Pet. iii, 10 ff.; Rev. xxi. 1), it may be least of all 
disclaimed in the case of Paul, since it emanates from the prophets of the Old 
Testament (Isa. xi. 6 ff.; Ezek. xxxvii.; Isa. Ixv. £7, Ixvi. 1; comp. Ps. 
cii. 27 ; and see Umbreit, p. 291 ff.), and has thence passed over into the 
Rabbinical system of doctrine.? The above interpretation, therefore, of the 


1 An antinomy of two different concep- _ 367 ff., 824 ff.; Schoettgen, Hor. II. pp. 71, 76, 
tions as to the origin of death (Frommann, 117 ff.; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 214; Corrodi, 
1872, p. 58) is certainly not to be found in Chiliasm. I. p. 876 ff.; Ewald, ad Apocal. p: 
Paul’s writings. See on vy. 12; 1 Cor. xy. 47 ff. 307 f.; Delitzsch, Hridut. z. s. Hebr. Uebers. p, 

2 See Hisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. Il. p. 87, 
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xriowe has been rightly adopted—only that the intelligent creatures have not 
in all cases been expressly or exclusively separated from it (e.g. Theodoret 
includes also the ddpara, angels, archangels, etc., as Origen previously, and 
Erasmus and others subsequently, have also done)—by the majority of ex- 
positors, following most of the Fathers (in the first instance Irenaeus, Haer. 
v. 82. 1), by Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Melanchthon, Calvin, Cornelius a 
Lapide, Balduin, Estius, Grotius, Cocceius, Calovius, Calixtus, Seb. Schmid, 
Wolf, Bengel, and others, including Flatt, Tholuck, Klee, Usteri (in Stud. 
u. Krit. 1832, p. 835 ff., and Lehrbegr. ed. 4 and 5, pp. 373, 399 ff), 
Riickert, Benecke, Schneckenburger, Reiche, Gléckler, de Wette, Neander, 
Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, Ewald, Umbreit, Bisping, Lechler, 
apostol. Zeitalt. p. 148, Delitzsch, Ruprecht in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1851, p. 
214 ff., Zahn, Mangold, Hofmann, and Engelhardt ; comp. also M. Schenkel 
and Graf. Among these, however, are several who, like Luther, Beza, 
and also Fritzsche, wish to understand it too narrowly, merely of the inani- 
mate creation,—a limitation not given in the text, and moreover antipro- 
phetic (Tertullian, ad Hermog. 10); while, on the other hand, Kéllner, with 
whom Olshausen agrees, takes it too widely of all created things generally. 
See, against this, the textual limitation explained above. If, however, in 
accordance with the above, the removal of intelligent beings from the com- 
pass of the «riove must be regarded as decided, the decision is fatal to the 
view of others, who, following the example of Augustine, explain 7 xriove as 
mankind ; and that either in the quite comprehensive sense of mankind col- 
lectively (in the state of nature), as, following older .expositors especially 
scholastic and Roman Catholic, Dédderlein, Gabler, Ammon, Keil (Opuse. 
p. 207), Grimm (de vi vocabuli xric., Lips. 1812), Schulthess (ecvangel. Belehr. 
ib. d. Erneuer, d. Nat., Zurich 1833), Geisler (in the Annal. d. ges. Theol. 
1835, Jan. p. 51 ff.), Schrader, Krehl, van Hengel, Frommann, and others 
do ; or, with exclusion of the Christians, in the sense of mankind still uncon- 
verted,’ as Augustine himself suggested,* by which again, however, many 
understood specially the unconverted Gentiles (Locke, Lightfoot, Knatch- 
bull, Hammond, Semler, and Nachtigall), and various others the unconverted 


1S0 Wetstein, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ja- 
tho, and Koster ; formerly (in eds. 1, 2, 8) 
‘also Usteri, following Schleiermacher, 

2 His entire exposition (see Hxpos. guar. 
propos. ex ep. ad. Rom, 53) runs thus :—‘ Sic 
intelligendum est, ut neque sensum dolendi 
et gemendi opinemur esse in arboribus et 
-oleribus et lapidibus et ceteris hujuscemodi 
ereaturis (hic enim error Manichaeorum 
est); neque angelos sanctos vanitati sub- 
_jectos esse arbitremur : sed omnem creatu- 
ram in ipso homine sine ulla calumnia cogi- 
temus. .. . Omnis autem est etiam in hom- 
ine, et spiritualis et animalis et corporalis, 
quia homo constat spiritu et anima et cor- 
‘pore. Ergo creatura revelationem filiorum 
Dei exspectat, quicquid nunc in homine la- 
borat et corruptioni subjacet. Erant enim 


adhuc credituri, qui etiam spiritu subjace- 
bant laboriosis erroribus. Sed ne quis puta- 
ret, de ipsorum labore tantum dictum esse, 
adjungit etiam de iis, qui jam crediderant. 
Quamquam enim spiritu, i.e. mente, jam 
servirent legi Dei: tamen, quia carne servi- 
tur legi peccati, quamdiu molestias et sollic- 
itationes mortalitatis nostrae patimur, ideo 
addit dicens : Won solwm, ete. (ver. 23). Non 
solum ergo ipsa, guae tantummodo creatura 
dicitur in hominibus, qui nondum credide- 
runt, et ideo nondum in filiorum Dei numerum 
constitu, congemiscit ac dolet: sed etiam 
nosmet ipsi, qué credimus et primitias Sp. ha- 
bemus, quia jam spiritu adhaeremus Deo 
per fidem, e¢ ideo non jam creatura, sed filii 
Dei appellamur,” etc, 
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a0, As 
Jews (Cramer, Bohme, and Gersdorf). Others have even explained it of 
Christians collectively, as the new creature (Vorstius, Deyling, Nésselt, Soci- 
nians and Arminians), And just as little can «rioie be equivalent to puy4 
(Mircker) or to cdpé, and be supposed to designate the creaturely element in 
the regenerate (Weissbach in the Séchs. Stud. I. p. %6 ff., and Zyro in the 
Stud. wu. Krit. 1845, 2, 1851, p. 645 ff.). Compare also, regarding the vari- 
ous expositions, M. Schenkel, p. 9 ff.; and against the view which takes it 
of mankind, Engelhardt, l.c.—rjv axoxad. r. vidv r. Ocod] The event, the 
blissful catastrophe, whereby the sons of God become manifest as such (in 
their défa). How exalted the dignity in which they here appear above the 
kriotg ! Bengel: ‘‘ad creaturam ex peccato redundarunt incommoda ; ad 
creaturam ex gloria filiorum Dei redundabit recreatio.” The «riovc, in virtue 
of its physical connection with that aroxd2vuc, shall be a par taker i in the 
blissful manifestation. 

Vv. 20, 21. Ground of this longing. —+rq paraiér.] Prefixed with em- 
phasis : vanitati, to nothingness, The substantive (Pollux, vi. 184) is no 
longer found in Greek authors, but frequently in the LXX. (as in Ps. xxxix. 
6). See Schleusner, Thes. III. p. 501. It indicates here the empty (é.e. as 
having lost its primitive purport, which it had by creation) quality of being, 
to which the «riove was changed from its original perfection. — irerayy] was 
subjected, was made subject to, as to a ruling power formerly unknown to it. 
This historical fact. (aorist) took place in consequence of the fall, Gen. iii. 
17.1. The reference to an original pataéryc, introduced even by the act of 
creation (Theodoret, Grotius, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, and 
Késter), is historically inappropriate (Gen. i. 31), and contrary to ovy 
éxovoa, GAAG «.7.A., Which supposes a previous state not subject to the par. 
Further, since the izord£ac is subsequently mentioned, the interpretation se 
subjecit (Fritzsche) is thereby excluded. — ody éxovca, adda dia tT. brorde] 
This must occasion their expectation all the more ; for their subjection is at 
variance with their original state and the desire of immunity founded 
thereon, and it took place ‘“‘ invita et repugnante natura” (Calvin, namely, 
through the guilt of human sin), on account of the subjector (dca with the accusa- 
tive, comp. on John vi. 57), that is, because the counsel and will of the sub- 
jecting God (the contrast to one’s own non-willingness) had to be thus 
satisfied.2 The idea of another than God in roy troraé. (Knatchbull and 
Capellus : Adam, Chrysostom, Schneckenburger, Bisping, and Zahn : 
man ; Hammond and others, quoted by Wolf : the devil) is forbidden by 
the very absence of a defining statement, so that the subject is assumed as 
well known. According to Gen. iii. 17, it was indeed man through whose 
guilt the subjection ensued ; but God was the subjector (4 irordgac). — én’ 


1Comp. Beresh. rabb. f. 2, 8: “ Quamyis the connection and construction proceed 


creatae fuerint res perfectae, cum primus 
homo peccaret, corruptae tamen sunt, et 
ultra non redibunt ad congruum statum 
suum, donec veniat Pherez, h. e. Messias.”” 
See also Zahn, p. 582. 

2The marks of parenthesis before ovx 
and after wmor. are to be expunged, since 


without a break. This applies also against 
Frommann, who assigns to this parenthe- 
sis merely the object of explaining the pas- 
sive irerayn. Ewald puts in a parenthesis 
the entire verse, thus making én’ éAmié: con- 
nect itself with amexdéyerar. But for this 
there appears likewise no reason. 
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tAride Ort K.7.a.] on hope (iv. 18) that, etc., may be joined either with wrordé. 
(Origen, Vulgate, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Piscator, Bstius, and others, in- 
cluding Ch. Schmidt and Olshausen) or with ireray7. The latter conjunc- 
tion brings out more forcibly the é7’ é4rid: ; for this contains a new element 
by way of motive for the expectation of nature. éxi, spe proposita, indicates 
the condition which was conceded in the ierdyy, as it were, the equivalent 
provisionally given for it, Acts ii. 24.1X—67:] that, object of the hope (Phil. 
i. 20; not nam, as it is taken by most expositors, who join éx’ éAridc with 
bmordé ; among others by Schneckenburger, Breitrdg. p. 122, who assigns 
as his reason, that otherwise the airy 7 xriowe could not be repeated. But 
that repetition is necessitated by the emphasis of the similarity of the rela- 
tion, which airy % «rice has over-against the children of God, for which 
reason Paul did not write érz kat éAevdepwdjoerar (in Opposition to Hofmann’s 
objection). Besides, the purport of the éAric had necessarily to be stated, in 
order to give the ground of the expectation of the xrici as directed precisely 
to the manifestation of the sons of God. The indefinite éx’ éAxide would sup- 
ply a motive for its expectation of deliverance in general, but not for its 
expectation of the glory of the children of God. This applies also against 
Hofmann, who refers érc «.7.2., a8 statement of the reason, to the whole preced- 
ing sentence, whereby, besides, the awkward idea is suggested, that the sub- 
jection took place on account of the deliverance to be accomplished in the 
future ; it had, in fact, an entirely different historical ground, well known 
from history, and already suggested by the dia rév irordt., namely, the im- 
plication of the xréove in the entrance of sin among mankind. — xa? air? 7% 
xtiow]| et ipsa creatura, that is, the creature also on its part, not merely the 
children of God. There is simply expressed the similarity ; not a climax 
(even), of which the context affords no hint. —z7j¢ ¢fopac| Genitive of appo- 
sition : from the bondage that consists in corruption. See ver. 23. Incor- 
rectly paraphrased by Kéllner : ‘‘from the corruptible, miserable bondage.” 
At variance with this is ver. 20, according to which r. ¢8. cannot be made an 
adjective ; as is also the sequel, in which 7)v éAev8. corresponds to ric 
dJovdeiac, and rie déEne tT. Téxv. T. Osov to the tHe @Vopac. The d¥opd (antith- 
esis = agdapoia, ii. 7; 1 Cor. xiv. 42-50) is the destruction, that develops 
itself out of the paradéryc, the katadavowe opposed frequently in Plato and 
others to the yéveowe (Phaed. P. 95 E; Phil. p. 55 A ; Lucian, A. 19). 
Comp. on Gal. vi. 8. It is not the ¢opa in the first instance that makes the 
state of the xriove a state of bondage, as Hofmann apprehends the génitive ; 
but the existing bondage is essentially such, that what is subjected to it is 
liable to the fate of corruption, —eic 7. éAevd.] is the state, to which the 
xriove shall attain by its emancipation. An instance of a genuine Greek 
pregnant construction. See Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 822; Winer, p. 577 
[K. T. 621]. — rio dégy¢ 7. 7. r. O.] Likewise genitive of apposition : into 
the freedom which shall consist in the glory of the children of God, i.e. in a 
glory similar thereto (by participation in it) ; not, as Hofmann thinks : 
which the glory of the children of God shall have brought with it. Tf with 


1 Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 18, and Ktihner in Joc.; Ast, Lew Plat. I. p. 767; Bernhardy, p. 250. 
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Luther and many others, including Béhme and Kéllner, ric ddzye be treated 
as an adjective : ‘‘to the glorious freedom,” we should then have quite as 
arbitrary a departure from the verbal order, in accordance with which rap 
réxv. belongs most naturally to r7j¢ dég., as from the analogy of the preceding 
Tio dovaA. tHe odopac. The accumulation of genitives, 7. dééy¢ x.7.A., has a 
certain solemnity ; comp. ii. 5 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. iv, 18, al. — Observe, 
further, how Paul has conceived the catastrophe, of which he is speaking, 
not as the destruction of the world and a new creation, but, in harmony 
with the prophetic announcements, especially those of Isaiah (Isa. xxxv., 
Ixv. 17, Ixvi. 22),* as a transformation into a more perfect state. The 
passing away of the world is the passing away of its form (1 Cor. vii. 81), 
by which this transformation is conditioned, and in which, according to 2 
Pet. ii. 10, fire will be the agent employed. And the hope, the tenor of 
which is specified by ézz «.7.2., might, in connection with the living personi- 
fication, be ascribed to all natwre, as if it were conscious thereof, since the 
latter is destined to become the scene and surrounding of the glorified chil- 
dren of God. But that éAric does not pertain to mankind, whose presenti- 
ment of immortality, by means of its darkened original consciousness of 
God (Frommann), does not correspond to the idea of éAri¢ ; comp., on the 
contrary, Eph. ii. 12 ; 1 Thess. iv. 18. If, on the other hand, the Gentile 
hope, cherished amidst the misery of the times, as to a better state of 
things (according to poets: the golden age of the Suturnia regna), were 
meant as an image of the Christian hope (Koster), then Paul would have 
conceived the éievdepad4ocera as conditioned by the future conversion of the 
Gentiles. But thus the éAric¢ would amount to this, that the Gentiles 
should become themselves children of God, which is inconsistent with ver. 19. 
There, and likewise in ver. 21, the sons of God are the third element, for 
whose transfiguration the kriovw waits, and from whose glorification it hopes, 
in ver. 21, that the latter shall benefit it also—the «riouw—through participa- 
tion therein ; and be to it also deliverance and freedom from its hitherto 
enduring bondage. Thisis applicable only to the radvyyevecia (see on Matt. 
xix. 28) at the Parousia. 

Ver. 22. Proof, not of the droxapadoxia tie «ricewg (Philippi), which is 
much too distant, and whose goal remains quite unnoticed here ; nor yet of 
the dovacia tic ¢8opac (Zahn), which was not the point of the foregoing 
thought at all; but of what was announced by éz’ éAmids, bre Kk. G. 7) KT. 
iAevbepwdfoera x.t.2. For if that hope of glorious deliverance had not been 
left to it, aiJ nature would not have united its groaning and travailing wntil 
now. This phenomenon, so universal and so unbroken, cannot be conduct 
without an aim ; on the contrary, it presupposes as the motive of the pain- 
ful travail that very hope, towards whose final fulfilment it is directed.* 


i@omp. Zahn, p. 537; Schultz, alttest. back as probative to the thought 77 yap 
Theol. Tl. p. 227. para.oTnte K.7.A. in ver. 20; and gives as the 
2 Consequently the element of proof does sense of the argument: ‘ The Christian 
not lie in oidauev, but in the dt macak.t.A., would not speak of a subjection of the creature 
introduced as wellknown. This in opposi- under vanity, if he looked upon its present ex - 
tion to Hofmann, who refers oldaev yap «.T.A. istence as one satisfied in itselfand this worid 
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The oidayev (comp. ii. 2, iii, 19, vii. 14) is sufficiently explained as an appeal 
to the Christian consciousness, in which the view of nature stands in con- 
nection with the curse of sin. The perfectly superfluous assumption, that 
the apostle had a book before him containing a similar deduction (Ewald), 
is suggested by nothing in the text. — In ovorevdfer and ovvediver the ovy is not 
a mere strengthening particle (Loesner, Michaelis, Semler, Ernesti, and K6ll- 
ner), but, on the contrary (comp. Beza), finds its natural reference in zaca, and 
denotes “‘gemitum et dolorem communem inter se partium creaturae,” Es- 
tius.?- Calvin, Pareus, Koppe, Ewald, and Umbreit, following Oecumenius, 
have indeed referred ovy to the groaning being in common with that of the 
children of God ; but against this view ver. 23 is decisive, and the refer- 
ence to men generally, with whom the xriow sighs (Fritzsche), is foreign to 
the context. Fritzsche, without due reason, asserts the want of linguistic 
usage in favour of our view. For it is unquestionable that, in accordance 
with the usage of analogous verbs, ovorevafew may denote the common sigh- 
ing of the elements comprised in the collective waoa 7 xriouw among them- 
selves * (comp. Eph. iv. 16 : rav Td c&ua cvvappoAoyotpevoy, comp. il. 21 ; Plat. 
Legg. iii. p. 686 B : émet yevouévy ye 7 tére didvora Kat ovudwovicaca eic év, Dem. 
516. 7: cvvopyioSeic 6 Ojpuoc, T75. 18 : ovvtapattetar wae o THE TOAEwWE KOopMOG). 
That concrete examples of that nature cannot be quoted, is not decisive 
against it, since ovorevdfew (Eur. Jon. 935, comp. ovorévewv, Arist. Eth. ix. 
11) and also owvwdiver (Eur. Hel. 727; Porphyr. de abst. ii. 10) are only 
extant in a very few passages. Comp. generally Winer, de verb. compos. I. 
p- 21f. Just the same with cvvadyeiv, Plat. Rep. p. 462 D, and ovadureiadat 
p. 462 E. — cvvwdiver] Not an allusion to the Wwnn %73N (Reiche), because 
the dolores Messiae (see on Matt. ii. 8) are peculiar sufferings, that shall 
immediately precede the appearance of the Messiah, whilst the travail of 
nature has continued since as early as Gen. iii. 17 (ver. 20). But the jigure 
is the same in both cases—that of the pains of labour. All nature groans 
and suffers anguish, as if in travail, over-against the moment of its deliver- 
ance. The conception of the ddivew is based on the fact that the painful 
struggling of the xriov is directed towards the longed-for change, with the 
setting in of which the suffering has accomplished its end and ceases. 
Comp. John xvi. 21. —dypc rod viv] that is, up to the present moment ; so 
incessantly has the sighing continued. Formerly Frommann imported the 
thought : until now, when the revelation of the true goal in Christ has taken 
place ; see, against this, Zahn, p. 524 f. However, Frommann has now 
corrected his view. Hofmann erroneously takesit as : now still, in contrast 
to the future change. Comp. rather Phil. i. 5. The point of beginning of 


as the best world.’ Butitcould not at all be Matt. xix. 28. Hence Frommann is in error 


an object to prove that relation of watravérns 
(who can be supposed to have doubted it ?); 
but it was an object to prove the ém’ éAmidc 
ore x.7.A.3 this is the punctum saliens, which 
is then further brought out in ver. 23 ff. 

1 This consciousness is the necessary 
premiss of the Christian idea of the Palin- 
genesia of the universe at the end of history, 


in discovering in the above oidauev the over- 
throw of our explanation of «riots. 

2So already Theodore of Mopsuestia : 
BovaAcrat Sé eimety, Ore TUMP@ MV ws emdeixvuTat 
TOUTO TATA KTicts, 

> Comp. also Nigelsbach, z. Jlias, p. 193, 
ed. 3. 


allt 
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the sighing and travailing is that drerdyy in ver. 20. Comp. also éwe tov viv 
in Matt. xxiv. 21. Now still would be érz viv, 1 Cor. iii. 2. 

Ver. 28. Climax of the foregoing proof that the ém’ éamid:, ore «.7.2. of the 
kriow, ver. 21, is well founded. ‘‘ Otherwise, indeed, we Christians also 
would not join in that sighing.” — ov pdvov dé] seil. raca 1) utlov orevater. — 
What follows must be read: G24 nal abrot, Trav drapyy Tow Tveb- 
fatocg évovrteg, Kai avtol év éavtoic otevdtoperv. See the critical 
remarks. But we also on our part, though we possess the first-fruits of the Spirit, 
sigh likewise in ourselves. —rhv arapy. T. rvebu.] t. rv. is the partitive geni- 
tive, as is involved in the very meaning of azapyf. Comp. xvi. 5 ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 20, xvi. 15 ; Jas. i. 18 ; and all the passages of the LXX. and Apocr., 
where ar. stands with the genitive of the thing, in Biel and Schleusner.' 
By the possessors, however, of the arapy7 tod rvetiuatoc, are not exclusively 
meant the apostles, who at Pentecost had received the first outpouring of 
the Spirit, and among whom Paul includes himself on account of his mirac- 
ulous conversion (Origen, Oecumenius, Melanchthon, Grotius, and others). 
He means rather the Christians of that age generally, since in fact they—in 
contrast to the far greater mass of mankind still unconverted, for whom, 
according to Joel iii. 1, the receiving of the Spirit was still a thing of the 
future (xi. 25 ff.)—were in possession of that, which jirst had resulted from 
the communication of the Spirit; and which therefore stood related to the 
collective bestowal as the daybreak. So, on the whole, Erasmus, Wetstein, 
Morus, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, Olshausen, Késter, and Frommann.? 
Paul does not say simply TO rvevpa Eyovtec, but, in the lofty feeling of the 
privilege,* which he discovered in the earlier calling and sanctification of 
the then Christians : tiv arapy. Tt. mv. dy. 3 ‘Seven we, though favoured so 
pre-eminently that we possess the jirst-fruit gift of the Spirit, cannot re- 
frain from sighing likewise.” This we remark in opposition to the oft- 
repeated objection, that it was not an element of importance whether they 
had received the xveiua at the first or a few years later ; and also in oppo- 
~ sition to the quite as irrelevant objection of Hofmann, that the conception 
of a measure of the Spirit to be given forth by degrees is nowhere indicated. 
This conception has no place here, and the Spirit is one and the same ; 
but if, in the first instance, only a comparatively small portion of mankind 
has received it, and its possession in the case of the remaining collective 
body is still in abeyance, this serves to constitute the idea of an arapyq in 
relation to the whole body. Nevertheless, the sense : dest gift of the Spirit 
(Ch. Schmidt, Rosenmiiller), is not conveyed by r. axapyfv, because that 
must have been suggested by the context, and also because Paul could not 
have regarded the later communication of the Spirit as less valuable. 
Further, the sense of a merely provisional reception of the Spirit, taking 


1Comp. Herod. i. 92; Plat. Legg. vii. p. 2See also Miiller in the Luther. Zeitschr. 
806 D; Dem. 164. 21; Thue. iii. 58. 3; Soph. 1871, p. 618. 
Trach. %58; Bur. Or. 96; Phoen. 864; Ton. 3 This is certainly no “ stde-glance at other 


402; also amapxyn THs copias, Plat. Prot. p. Christians’? (as Philippi objects), which 
348 A; and amapxyat ard pidogopias, Plut. would be both a far-fetched and a disturb- 
Mor. p. 172 C. ing element. 
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place, as it were, on account, in contrast to the future full effusion in the king- 
dom of heaven (Chrysostom and other Fathers, in Suicer, Thes. I. p. 423 ; 
Calvin, Beza, Pareus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, Flatt, Tholuck, Philippi, 
and Bisping ; comp. also Pfleiderer), is not contained in az. r. 7v., because 
Paul, had he wished to speak here of a preliminary reception in contrast to 
the future plenitude, must necessarily, in accordance with the connection, 
have so spoken of that of the viovtecia or déEa, not of the Spirit, and because 
a full effusion of the Spirit at the Parousia is nowhere taught in the N. T. 
The Spirit already received, not a new and more perfect reception of it in 
the future aiév, by its quickening activity leads to and conditions the eternal 
Cof, in which God is then all in all (1 Cor. xv. 28). Others, again, make 
T. wy. an epexegetical genitive of apposition ; the Spirit as jirst-fruits, namely, 
of the state of glory. So Bengel, Keil, Opuse., Winer, p. 495 [E. T. 531], 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, Riickert, Maier, Hofmann, Zahn, and En- 
gelhardt ; comp. also Flatt. But however Pauline the idea may be (2 Cor. 
i. 22, v: 3; Eph. i. 14 ; comp. Rom. ii: 5), it would, when thus expressed, 
be liable to be misunderstood, since the readers were accustomed to find in 
the genitive with arapy7 nothing else than that, of which the latter is a 
portion ; and how intelligibly Paul might have expressed himself, either in 
accordance with 2 Cor. J.c. and Eph. J.c. by rév appaBdva, or by rt. az. (scil. 
tic viodes.) év TH mvedu. |! This applies, at the same time, against Fritzsche, 
who takes rot rvebu. as genitive of the subject, and the jirst gifts of the Spirit 
as in contrast to the owrypia which the Spirit will give to us in the aidy né2Awv. 
Against this it may also be urged that the Holy Ghost is not described in 
the N. T. as the Giver of eternal life (not even in such passages as 2 Cor. i. 
22, v.53; Eph. i. 14, iv. 830; Gal. vi. 8). It is God who, in like manner as 
He calls and justifies, confers also the eternal dé&a (ver. 30). The Spirit 
operates to eternal life by His government (ver. 2), and is the ground (ver. 
11) and pledge (4ppa8év) of that life ; but He does not give it.1—xai abroi] 
Repeated and placed along with év éavroic with earnest emphasis : et ipsi in 
nobis ipsis. The latter is not equivalent to é» aAdjroce (Schulthess and 
Fritzsche), but denotes, in harmony with the nature of the deep, painful 
emotion, the inward sighing of the sti// longing of believers ; which suffers, 
is silent, and hopes, but never complains, being assured of the goal that 
shall be finally reached. Hofmann incorrectly would join x. airot év éavroic 
with éyorrec. But this would leave the «ai, which, according to the common 
connection with orevdg., has its appropriate correlative in the sighing of the 
xriowc, Without a reference. For, when Hofmann sets it down as the object 
of the «ai to emphasize personal possession on the part of the Christians in 
contrast to the future participation of the xrioic, there is thus forced on this 
kai the meaning of already; and this all the more arbitrarily, since kai 
airoi just precedes it in the quite common sense of et ipsi,? and its emphatic 


1 Hence also the expression used by Lu- brought out, however, in the Larger Cate- 
ther, in the explanation of the third article chism. F 

in the Smaller Catechism, does not accord 2 Baeumlein, Partik. p. 151; Breitenbach, 
with the New Testament mode of expres- ad Xen. Hell. iii. 1. 10, 

sion. The sense in which he meant it is 


x 
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repetition is very appropriate to the lively emotion of the discourse. — 
vioves. arexdex.| whilst we wait for the adoption of children. It is true, 
believers have already this blessing (ver. 15), but only as inward relation 
and as divine right, with which, however, the objective and real state does 
not yet correspond, Thus, looked at from the standpoint of complete real- 
ization, they are only to receive viodeciav at the Parousia, whereupon the 
arokaAvyic Tov vidv T. Oeod and their déFa ensues. Comp. also Matt. v. 9, 45 ; 
Luke vi. 15. In like manner the dicacootvy is a present possession, and also 
one to be entered on hereafter. Comp. on v. 19; and see on Gal. v. 5; 
Col. iii. 3 f. Luther incorrectly joins viotec. with orevét., which, with an ac- 
cusative, means to bemoan or bewail something.’— rijv arod. Tt. cép. ju.| ep- 
exegesis : (namely) the redemption of our body from all the defects of its 
earthly condition ; through which redemption it shall be glorified into the 
cdua d¢aprov similar to the glorified body of Christ (Phil. iii. 21 ; 2 Cor. v. 
2 ff. ; 1 Cor. xv. 51), or shall be raised up as such, in case of our not sur- 
viving till the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 42 ff.). So, in substance (roi cd. as ° 
gen. swbj.), Chrysostom and other Fathers (in Suicer, Vhes. I. p. 463), Beza, 
Grotius, Estius, Cornelius 3 Lapide, and most modern expositors. On the 
other hand, Erasmus, Clericus, and others, including Reiche, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, and Ewald, take it as : redemption from the body. This is linguis- 
tically admissible (Heb. ix. 15) ; we should thus have to refer it, not to 
death, but to deliverance from this earthly body through the reception of the 
immortal and glorious body at the Parousia, 1 Cor. xv. 51. But in that 
case Paul must have added to rov céuar. jueév a qualitative more precise 
definition, as in Phil. iii, 21. 


Remark.—If we adopt the common reading (dAAd kal aitol tiv dn. T. TY. 
Eyovrec, kal huei¢ adtol k.7.2.), which Ewald and Umbreit follow, while Rickert, 
Philippi, Tholuck, and Hofmann declare themselves in favour of ours (see the 
crit. remarks), airol . . . éyovreg is understood, either as meaning the Chris- 
tians of that age generally, and kat jeic avrot the apostles (Koéllner, following 
Melanchthon, Wolf, and many others), or Paul alone (Koppe, Reiche, Umbreit, 
and many others) ; or, the former is referred to beginners in Christianity, and 
the latter to those who have been Christians for a longer time (Gléckler) ; or, 
both (the latter per analepsin) are referred to the apostles (Grotius), or to the 
Christians (Luther, Beza, Calvin, Klee, Maier, Késter, and Frommann). The 
interpretation referring it tothe Christians is the only right one; so that 
fueic brings into more definite prominence the repeated subject. The éyovrec, 
without the article, is fatal to every reference to subjects of two sorts. 


Ver. 24. Ty yap éAr. éo59.] Ground of the viodeciay arexd., so far as the 
viobecia is still object of expectation; for in hope we were made partakers of 
salvation. The dative, ‘‘ non medii, sed modi” (Bengel), denotes that to which 
the 2063. is to be conceived as confined (Winer, p. 202) [E. T. 215], and rq 
éan. is prefixed with the emphasis of the contrast of reality ; for ‘sic libe- 
rati sumus ut adhuc speranda sit hacreditas, postea possidenda, et ut ita 


1 Soph. Ant. 873; Oed. C. 1688; Dem. 690. 18; Eur. Suppl. 104 ; and often elsewhere. 
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dicam, nune habemus jus ad rem, nondum in re,” Melanchthon. 

Tit. i. 7; Col. iL 3£ Following Chrysostom, others (recently Rickert, 
Kollner, and de Weite) take the dative in an instrumental sense : by hope— 
thus assuming that Paul characterizes juith, the proper medium of salvation, 
as hope. Incorrectly, because in general Paul Specifically distinguishes faith 
and hope (1 Cor. xiii, 13),? while he always bases salvation only on faith, 
from. which hope thereupon proceeds (comp. Col. i. 27) ; and here espe- 
cially, as is shown by what follows, he brings into prominence the definite 
conception of depe, which as déSa m}2érruv (Plst. Legg. I. p. 644 C) rests in 
the xperfoie épedes (Plat. Def. p. 416 A). Hofmann also takes rj dix. in 
the sense of the mewas, but so that it shall signify the benejit hoped For, the 
object of the waiting, whick God has offered to us in the werd, by which we 
were converted to Faith (Col. i, 5). Thus however, the thought that we 
have been saved by hope (instead of by faith, Eph. ii. 8) is set aside only by 
the insertion of parenthetical clauses, And in Col. i 5, the blessing hoped 
for, heard of through preaching, is set forth as the ground, not of conver- 
Sion or salvation, but of fore. — Dixie Bard... ézexdey.] is a deduction 
from rp Fix. iodd.. closing the first ground of encouragement, and i 
substantially : “the nature of hope, however, involves our patiently waiting 
Jor.” — Dereaéeq] But a hope (4 zeveSarsnés) that is seen, ie. whose object 
lies before the S (comp. on the objective Fizik, Col. iL 5; 1Tim. ii; 
Heh. vi. 18; Thue. iii, 57. 4 - Lucian, Pise. 3 ; Aeschin. ad Ctesiph. 100). 
Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 18. —1i gad Axzta:] Why doth he still hope yor it? By xai 
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Kollmer incorrectly takes it (comp. Reiche) as : the Christian life-element 
and van Hengel : “\ Fiduciae sensus a, Spos profectus. ” —cvrerrid_] The 


2 See even Melanchthon, who righily ob- we with patience wait ; but likewise @ on 


serves > Digterunt autem fides et spex 


* The progress of thonzht is Gmple: eal 3 
we bope for what we sce not, then the mat- 
ter Stands with BS, @on footing, that 


the footing, that the Spirit helps us.” The 
wrarres, pariier ec, ifiden (see generally 


Kithner, I. 1, pp 564), introduces a symunei- 
read 


on the @irine side to our waiting, Comp, 
Mark xiv. 81; 1Tim. v. 25; Tit, #6: Plat 
Sra: PGE, a; 2 Mace, xv. 89; $ Mace, 
Vi 
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ovv must neither be neglected (as by many older expositors, also Olshausen), 
nor regarded as a mere strengthening adjunct (Riickert and Reiche). Beza 
gives the right explanation : ad nos laborantes refertur.” He joins His ac- 
tivity with our weakness, helps it. See Luke x. 40; Ex. xviii. 22; Ps. 
Ixxxvill. 22.— 7 doVeveig judv] Not specially weakness in prayer (Ambrosi- 
aster and Bengel), for in what follows there is specified only the particular 
mode of the help, which the Spirit renders to us in our infirmity. It is there- 
fore to be left general : with owr weakness, —so far, namely, as in that wait- 
ing for final redemption adequate power of our own for imoyov4 fails us. — 
70 yap zi xpooevs, x.7.2.] Reason assigned, by specifying how the Spirit, ete. ; 
in prayer, namely, He intercedes for us. —On 71d, see Winer, p. 103 [H. T. 
109]. It denotes what of praying comes into question in such a position. 
Comp. Kriiger, Xen. Anad. iv. 4. 17. — ri rpocev’. cad dei] what we ought to 
pray for according as it is necessary, in proportion (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 12; 1 
Pet. iv. 13) tothe need. The latter is the subsequently determining element ; 
it is not absolutely and altogether unknown to us what we ought to ask, but 
only what it is necessary to ask according to the given circumstances. Usually 
cad dei is taken in reference to the form of asking, like ré¢ in Matt. x. 19 ; 
but thus the distinctive reference of the meaning of xa¥0, prout (comp. Plat. 
Soph. p. 267 D ; Baruchi. 6) isneglected. Chrysostom rightly illustrates 
the matter by the apostle’s own example, who ixép rov cxddorog Tov dedopévov 
avT® év rij capxi (2 Cor. xii.) had prayed for what was not granted him. 
According to Hofmann, «aid det connects itself with ob oidauev, so that the 
thought would be : ‘‘ we do not so understand as it would be necessary.” But 
how much too feeble in this connection would be the assertion of a merely 
insufficient knowledge !— imepevrvyxaver] ¢.€. evtvyyaver drép yudv, He applies 
Himself for our benefit (counterpart of xi. 2), namely 7@ Oe, which ad- 
dition is read by Origen. The double compound is not elsewhere presery- 
ed, except in the Fathers, but it is formed after the analogy of ireparoxpivo- 
pat, brepatodoyéowat, and many other words. The superlative rendering of 
it (Luther : ‘‘ He intercedes for us the best’) is improbable, since évrvyydvec 
does not already express the notion of that which is much (v. 20) or trium- 
phant (viii. 87 ; Phil. ii. 9), or the like, which would admit of enhance- 
ment. — orevayz. ddarhrorc] i.e. thereby that He makes unutterable sighs, sighs 
whose meaning words are powerless to convey. The idea therefore is, that 
the Holy Spirit sighs unutterably in our hearts (ver. 27), and thereby inter- 
cedes for us with God, to whom, as heart-searcher, the desire of the Spirit 
sighing in the heart is known. It was an erroneous view, whereby, follow- 
ing Augustine, 77. VI. on John ii., most expositors, who took 70 wv. rightly 
as the Holy Spirit, held the orevayz. aad. to be unutterable sighs which the 
man, incited by the Spirit,’ heaves forth. The Spirit Himself (comp. also 


1 According to Philippi: ‘the sanctified former, This mysticism is not inharmony 
human spirit,” whose sighing is traced back with the N. T., which always distinguishes 
to its ultimate origin, the Spirit of God clearly and specifically between the Holy 
Himself. In the cordial marriage of the Spirit and the human spirit, as in ver. 16. 
Spirit of God with that of man, there takes This applies also against Pfieiderer in Hil- 
place, as it were (), an incarnation of the genfield’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 178 f.; who thinks 
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Hofmann) must sigh, if He is to intercede for us with sighs, and if God is to 
understand the ¢pdvyua of the Spirit (ver. 27) ; although the Spirit uses the 


human organ for His sighing (comp. the counterpart phenomenon of | 


demons speaking or crying out of men), as He likewise does elsewhere for 
His speaking, Matt. x. 20. See also on Gal. iv. 6. The tongue is anal- 
ogously, in the case of speaking with tongues, the organ of the Spirit who 
speaks. The necessary explanation of the zvevywa as meaning the Holy 
Spirit, and the fact that the sighs must be His sighs, overturn the ration- 
alizing interpretations of Reiche : ‘‘ Christian feeling cherishes, indeed, 
the quiet longing in the heart, and therewith turns, full of confidence, to 
God, but nevertheless does not permit itself any inquisitive wishes to- 
wards him ;” and of Kéllner: ‘‘ The Spirit gained in Christ . . . works 
in man that deep and holy emotion in which man, turned towards God 
in his inmost feeling, cannot, in the fulness of the emotion, express his 
burden in words, and can only relieve his oppressed heart by silent groan- 
ings.” A mere arbitrary alteration of the simple verbal sense is to be 
found in the view to which Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and 
others have recourse, that the Spirit is here the yapioua edvyijc, in virtue of 
which the human soul sighs. Comp. Theodoret, who thinks that Paul 
means not ty imdoracw Tov rvetparoc, but tHv dedouévyv Toig rLoTEvovor Yapiv™ 
ind yap tabtyg dieyerpouevor KatavuTToueta, TupcEevduevor poTuudTEepov TpocEvjz6- 
peda «.7.4. The question whether, moreover, aia. should, with Beza, 
Grotius, Wetstein, Koppe, Flatt, Glockler, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, van Hengel, Késter, and others, be rendered unexpressed,’ te. 
dumb, not accompanied with words, or, with the Vulgate and the majority 
of commentators, inevpressible (for the expression of whose meaning words 
are insufficient), is decided by the fact that only the latter sense can be 
proved by linguistic usage, and it characterizes the depth and fervour of the 
sighing most directly and forcibly.? 

Ver. 27. ‘0 épevv. tac xapd.] Traditionally hallowed (1 Sam. xvi. 7; 
1 Kings viii. 39 ; Ps. vii. 10; Prov. xv. 11; Jer. xvii. 9 f.), description of 
God, bearing on the subject in hand ; for it is in the heart, as in the central 
laboratory of the personal self-conscious life (comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 
254), that the praying Spirit sighs, Gal. iv. 6. —érc] Not for, as many think, 
including Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, Ewald, and Umbreit. 
What follows in fact conveys no real ground, since God would in every case 
know the purpose of the Spirit, and to take oide in the pregnant sense : 
understands and hears (so Riickert, following Calvin), is utterly unjustifiable, 


that our spirit is to be distinguished from 
the divine Spirit dwelling in us only in such 
a way, that the two stand related merely as 
the form to the real contents of self-con- 
sciousness. In cases such as our passage, 
according to his view, the Ego knovs itself 
in objective consciousness as furnished 
with the Divine Spirit, without /eeling itself 
to be so in the subjective consciousness. 
In this way there is substituted for the two- 


fold spivit in our passage a twofold form 
and activity of the Christian consciousness, 
which the plain words do not permit. 

1 As appntos may be used ; but not a&pvoy- 
tos, Which always means, wnutteradle, un- 
speakable. 

2 Comp. also 2 Cor. ix. 15; 1 Pet. i. 8; 
Anth, Pal. vy. 4 (Philodem., 17); Theogn, 422 
(according to Stob, Ser, 36, p, 216), 
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especially after 6 épevy. «.7.2. The 67 is rather that, annexed by way of 
explanation : that He, namely. Comp. Grotius, Estius, Benecke, Reiche, 
- Fritzsche, Maier, Krehl, Baumegarten-Crusius, Bisping, Reithmayr, van 
Hengel, and Hofmann. See on Phil. i. 27, ii. 22, al. — xara Oedv] This, ex- 
plained by Origen ‘‘ secundum divinitatem,” does not mean : on the instiga- 
tion of God (Tholuck, appealing improperly to 1 Cor. xii. 8), but : in accord- 
ance with God, i.e. so as God desires it, cata yvdunv abrov, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia. Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10 ; 4 Mace. xv. 2; Plat. Apol. pp. 22 A, 23 
B. The sense : in pursuance of the Divine disposal, more common in classic 
usage (see Wetstein on the passage, and Valcken. ad Herod. iii. 153), is here 
foreign. Béhme, Reiche, and Fritzsche render it before God, with God (‘in 
Deum quasi conversus”). This is indeed justifiable from a linguistic point 
of view (Bernhardy, p. 240), comp. Wisd. v. 1, Eccles. xxxiv. 6 ; but how 
superfluous and unsuited to the emphasis of the prominent position assigned 
to it! With the emphasis on xara Oedv it cannot appear strange that Paul 
has not written «av airév, but has rather named the subject. Comp. Xen. 
Mem. i. 3. 2: ebyero dé mpd¢ todc Yeotc, . . . bc Tove Yeode KdARLTAa eldbrac 
k.7.2. The omission of the article, which does not render the expression 
adverbial (against Hofmann), establishes in the case of @ed¢ no difference of 
sense (Winer, p. 115 f. [E. T. 122]). — irép dyiwv] for saints, without the 
article because qualitative ; ‘‘ sancti sunt et Deo propinqui et auxilio digni, 
pro quibus intercedit,” Bengel. On évrvyy. irép tivoc, to pray for any one, 
see Bahr on Plut. Flamin. p. 83. 

Ver. 28. Third ground of encouragement ; comp. on ver. 26. — oidayev dé] 
It is known to us, however (as in ver. 22). This dé is not: on the other hand, 
however, in contradistinction to the sighing discussed since ver. 22, as Hof- 
mann thinks—a reference, that must have been marked in some way or 
other (at least by the stronger adversative aA24). It is the usual peraBarixdy, 
and carries us from the special relation discussed in ver. 26 f. over to a gen- 
eral one, the consciousness of which must finally place the good courage of 
the believer on a footing all the more sure. — roi¢ ayar. 7. Ocdv] the dative 
of communion. Paul characterizes as lovers of God (xaz7’ éfoy.) the true 
Christians (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9, iii. 8; Eph. vi. 24 ; Jas. i. 12), as is plain 
from roic¢ Kard x.7.A.1— rdvta] everything, t.e., according to the context, all 
destined events, even those full of pain not excepted (ver. 35). On the 
thought, comp. Plat. Rep. p. 618 A.—ovvepyei] works along with, that is, 
contributes ; Bonet, Hesychius. See Wetstein. The ow does not refer to 
the common working together of the elements contained in ravra (comp. 
ver. 22), but to the idea of the fellowship in which he who supports necessari- 
ly stands to him who is supported. Comp. on ver. 26.— cic aya9év] indefi- 
nitely : for good ; it works beneficially. Comp. Theogn. 161; Hom. J7. x. 
102; Plat. Rep. l.c.; Eccles. xxxix. 27; Rom. xiii. 4. Reiche erroneously 
takes it as; ‘‘the good of the Christians, their eternal welfare.” In that 


1 In this very description of the Christian | Hofmann finds a retrospective glance at v. 
estate there is implied a ground of conviction 1 ff., but only by means of his incorrect 
of the oiSauer, the certainty of which is view of 7 aydazy Tod Ocod, V. 5. 
thereupon still more precisely explained. 
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case, the article at least must have been used as in xiv. 16 ; and some wit- 
nesses in reality add it. Bengel has the right view : ‘‘in bonum, ad glorifi- 
cationem usque” (ver. 30). —roic kata mpdd. KAgroic obow]| [See Note XCVIIL. 
p. 352.] These words may mean either (ojow as predicate, joining on) : “‘ since 
they are the called according to His purpose” (so Hofmann), or (taking roic in 
conjunction with obs), as to those who (quippe qui, i.e. since they indeed) are 
the called according to His purpose. So usually ; and this latter is the true ren- 
dering, because otherwise odcvv would be put not only quite superfluously, but 
also in a way very liable to misconception, since it would occur to every 
reader, at the first glance, to join roi¢ with ovo. Had Paul meant what Hof- 
mann thinks he did, he would have written simply roic¢ «. 7. KAyroi¢ without 
obo, or possibly oirvéc eiov of x. 7. KAnrot. — Respecting the idea itself, there is 
causally involved in the relation of being the called according to His purpose 
(for the emphasis rests on kAyroic), the certainty that to them all things, etc. ; 
for otherwise that high distinction, which God has conferred upon them 
according to the purpose of His grace, would be vain and fruitless, which 
is impossible (ver. 30). The zpédeovc here meant is the free decree formed 
by God in eternity for imparting bliss to believers through Christ (ix. 11 ; 
Eph. i. 11, iii. 11; 2 Tim. i. 9; Eph. i. 9). In accordance with that 
decree, the call of God to the Messianic salvation through the preaching of 
the gospel (x. 14; 2 Thess. ii. 14) has gone forth to those comprehended 
in that decree. Therefore, when Paul terms the Christians xAyro/, it is self- 
evident that in their case the call has met with swecess (1 Cor. i. 24), conse- 
quently has been combined with the converting operation of the divine 
grace,—without the latter, however, being found in the word itself, or the 
word being made equivalent to éxAexroi.* Christians are at the same time 
KAnrol, éxAextoi (ix. 11), dycoe x.7.A.; but the significations of these predicates 
correspond to different characteristic qualities of the Christian state. Con- 
sequently, just as it was quite a mistaken view to interpret rpdée_eace of the 
personal self-determination of the subjects (Chrysostom, Theodoret, and 
others), so also it was an unbiblical and hazardous distinction (see against 
this, Calovius) to put the called xara pé8eow in contrast with those who 
are called yu) kara xpd9. (Augustine, Estius, Reithmayr, and others). Weiss 
aptly observes, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 79: ‘‘ Election and 
calling are inseparable correlative ideas ; where the one takes place, there 
the other takes place also ; only we cannot take cognizance of the former 
as an act before all time and within the divine mind, while the latter 
becomes apparent as a historical fact.” Comp. also his bibl. Theol. p. 386 f. 

Vv. 29, 380. More detailed development and expression of roi¢ «. mpd. KA. 
ovovwv,— as a continued confirmation of the otdayev, bru «.7.A. ‘For this di- 
vine plan of salvation advancing from the xpdbeare to the xrgouc, leads the Chris- 
tian safely and surely to the dé&a ; hence it is not conceivable that anything 
whatever, in opposition to this plan, should exercise other than a beneficial 
influence upon them (ver. 31 ff.). — xpoéyvw] foreknew, namely, as those who 
should one day, in the way of the divine plan of salvation, become obupmopoor TH¢ 


2 Comp. Lamping, Pauli de praedest. decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 40 f. 
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eixdvoc T. viov avrov." [See Note XCIX. p. 352.] That this character, in which 
they were foreknown by God, presupposes the subjection to faith (the braxop 
miatewc i. 5), was self-evident to the Christian reader, Erasmus aptly re- 
marks : ‘‘ Non temere elegit*Deus quos elegit, novit suos multo antequam vo- 
caret.” The text merely gives the terminus of the rpo in rpoéyve and rpodpice 
quite indefinitely, namely : before their calling. More precise definitions, 
therefore (¢.g. that of Tholuck : ‘‘ before the foundation of the world,” though 
in itself correct, Eph. i. 4, iii. 11), should not be here given. The taking of 
the rvoéyvo in the sense of prescience, demanded by the signification, of the 
word, has been followed (though with various, and in part very arbitrary, 
attempts to supply that, as which the persons concerned were foreknown by 
God) by Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Theophy- 
lact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Paraphr., Toletus, Calovius, and others, including 
Reiche, Neander, Tholuck, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel, Hahn, 
Ewald, Weiss, and others. The question whether this exposition or the other 
of the pre-election (Calvin and others, including Riickert, Usteri, Kéllner, 
de Wette, Fritzsche, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Lamping), is the true 
one, cannot be got rid of by mixing up the two conceptions (Umbreit) ; 
nor is it to be decided by dogmatic presuppositions, but simply by the 
usage of the language, in accordance with which rpoy. never in the N. T. 
(not even in xi. 2, 1 Pet. i. 20) means anything else than to know beforehand 
(Acts xxvi. 5; 2 Pet. ii..17; Judith ix. 6; Wisd. vi. 13, viii. 8, xviii. 6), 
Comp. Philippi 7m loc., and his Glaubenslehre, TV. 1, p. 117 ff., ed. 2. That 
in classic usage it ever means anything else, cannot be at all proved.?, Comp. 
also rpéyvwore and mpoyvworixndc. An appeal is made to the familiar use of 
ywéor. in the sense of judicial cognizance, or even of other resolutions and 
decisions (Herod. iv. 25, i. 74, 78; Thuc. iv. 30, iii. 99, and many other 
instances). But, in the first place, it is never in this sense joined with the 
accusative of the person without an infinitive ; and secondly, there is no 
such precedent of usage for the compound cpoywooxew, current as it was 
in Greek authors ; for the few passages in which it means to take fore- 
thought about something (Thuc. ii. 64.5; Xen. Cyr. ii. 4, 11, with a very 
doubtful reading) are not suitable for comparison, either as regards the 
sense, or as respects the union with the personal accusative in our pas- 
sage. The incorrectness of this explanation is confirmed, moreover, by 
the analogy of the following clauses, which always add another and 
different idea to the one preceding. The right interpretation remains, 
therefore : praecognovit (Vulg. = praescivit), which, however, is neither to be 
altered, with Augustine, Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, and others, into appro- 
bavit jam ante, to which view also Tholuck and Riickert incline (see on vil, 


1 This filling up of the idea of mpoéyvw is 
implied, namely, in what follows. If God 
has destined them beforehand to a future 
fashioning in the likeness, etc., He must 
also have already known them beforehand 
as those who should one day be thus fash- 
joned. Consequently we are not to under- 
stand the predisposition to love (ver. 28) as 


the object of the mpoéyvw (Weiss /.c. p. 74 f., 
and bidl. Theol. p. 885). Bengel well re- 
marks on cuppdphous «.7.A.: ‘* Hic est char- 
acter praecognitorum et glorificandorum. 

2See, on the contrary, Hom. Cer. 258; 
Xen. Ap. 30; Plat. Rep. p. 426 C; Theaet. p. 
2083 D; Tim. p.70C; Eur. Hipp. 1072; Dem. 
861. 18; Lucian, Prom. 20. 
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15) ; nor to be taken, with Hofmann, in that sense of ywécxery Which obtains 
in 1 Cor. viii. 8, xiii. 12, Gal. iv. 9, 2 Tim. ii. 19 (an appropriating cogni- 
zance of what is akin and homogeneous, according to Hofmann). The latter, 
to which also Delitzsch ultimately comes, Psychol. p. 39,’ is incorrect, 
because in accordance with it the xpéyvwc:e would be a relation of com- 
munion already entered into actively by God, which would necessarily 
include the zpooprowéc, and consequently exclude the latter as a special 
and accessory act. For to suppose that Paul, with xpoéyrw and zpo- 
opis, does not mean two acts following each other in succession, but 
asserts the former of the persons, and the latter of the character ascribed to 
them (Hofmann), is wholly groundless in presence of the clearly progressive 
description of the apostle. The right view, since faith is the subjective 
ground of salvation, is that held by Calovius and our older dogmatists : 
“‘ quos credituros praevidit vel suscepturos vocationem.” Itis God's being aware 
in His plan, by means of which, before the subjects are destined by Him to 
salvation, He knows whom He has to destine thereto. Comp. on xi. 2.—xai 
mpodpice| them He destined also beforehand. To what? cuypdpd. tic eix. Tt. vi. 
aut. : to be conformed to the image of His Son, 7.e. to be such as should present, 
the image of His Son in their conformation. From the following éeic 7d sivas 
x.7.4. it is plain that Paul here means the same which in ver. 23 he has des- 
ignated as vioheciay, tiv arodbTpwowv ToD GHuatoe iuar, Consequently the glory 
to which God has predestined them, the state of the ~éAAovca dda (ver. 18), 
so far as this shall be the same (even in respect of the glorified body, Phil. 
ili. 21, 1 Cor. xv. 49) as that which the exalted Christ has. Comp. 2 Cor. 
ii. 18, 1 John iii. 2. The fellowship in suffering (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, 
and others) is here remote. What Paul has in view must be the same as he 
denotes in ver. 30 by édéface, consequently the conformitas gloriae. This 
very thought of the entire glorious appearance, which he means, has sug- 
gested the vivid expression cujiudpd. T. eixdvog ; Wherefore we are not, with 
Chrysostom (érep yap 6 wovoyerie jv dboet, TovTO Kal abrol yeyévace Kata xapu), 
Theophylact, Bengel, and others, to refer it to the present viofecia. Theo- 
doret has the right view. -The conformity of the inner being is not con- 
veyed in the expression (Hofmann understands it as included), but is the 
moral presupposition of the glory meant. — cijuwopdo¢ (Lucian, Amor. 39), in 
Phil. ili. 21 with the dative, here with the genitive. See Bernhardy, p. 171 ; 
Kithner, IL. 1, p. 295. — elg 7d elvae «.7.A.] Not an inferential clause (sce on 
i, 20), but—as the very notion of zpoép. embraces the purpose—the jinal aim 
of rpodp. ovupdpd. x.7.A. Nor is the main thought contained in éy zoAA. 
adeAg., as de Wette very arbitrarily supposes ; but, on the contrary, Paul 
contemplates Christ as the One, to whom the divine decree referred as to its 
Jinal aim. Christ was to fulfil His lofty commission not merely by standing 
in the relation of His glory to the Father as the povoyevfc, but by being the 
First-born among many brethren, i.e. among many who through Him, the 
essential and primordial Son of God, should, as adopted vioi Ocov, and conse- 


i Comp. Calvin: the mpdyvwars is an ‘ adop- vit ;” this notitia being dependent a bene- 
tio, qua filios suos a reprobis semper discre- —_placito of God. 
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quently in so far as his brethren, have attained to the same défa of sharing 
the possession of the dignity and privilege (Col. i. 18) of the First-born.? 
Comp. also Heb. i. 6, and Liinemann én loc. — éxadece] Like «Ayroic in ver. 
28. For those who despised the invitation to salvation conveyed to them 
through the preachers of the gospel did not belong to the called, whom 
God rpoéyvw and rpodpice ; the following robrove x. édix. algo presupposes that 
the calling has been attended with the result of the éraxon ricrewe. Comp. 
on ver. 28. Hence the divine saving grace is to be conceived as working by 
means of the word on those who become called, namely, in opening and pre- 
paring the heart for the reception of the word,? Acts xvi. 14 ; Phil. i. 6, 29 ; 
John vi. 44. God has fore-known those who would not oppose to his gra- 
cious calling the resistance of unbelief, but would follow its drawing ; 
thereafter He has fore-ordained them to eternal salvation ; and when the 
time had come for the execution of His saving counsel, has called them, etc. 
(ver. 30). With the xArjove begins the execution of the zpoopicudc, in accord- 
ance with the xpéyveore ; and the subjects concerned are, in contrast to the 
multitude standing outside of this divine process of salyation, the éxAexroé 
(ver. 38). — édixaiwoev| Justification is consequently the sole ground of the 
glorifying ; sanctification is added to it, in order that the justified may 
attain that goal in the way that God desires. — édé£ace] Justification, as a 
divine act of imputation, is really (not merely ideally or in principle, in 
opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 48 f.) accomplished ; but the glorification 
falls to the future (ver. 21, v. 2, and constantly in N. T.-; comp. also 1 Cor. 
ii. 7, Rom. ix. 23). Notwithstanding, the aorist neither stands for the 
Suture nor for the present (in opposition to Kéllner ; see Herm. ad Viger. p. 
746) ; nor does it express anywhere in the N. T. a habit, as Flatt thinks— 
against which view, in the present instance, the analogy of the preceding 
aorists is decisive ; but it represents the de facto certainly future glorification 
as so necessary and certain, thatit appears asif already given and completed 
with the édccaiwoev. ‘‘ Whom He has justified, them He has—viewing the 
relation from its final aim—therewith also glorified.”* In order thus to place 
the glorification on the same platform of certainty with the rpoéyva, xpodpice, 
éxdaece, and édcx., Paul selected the proleptic aorist. On the other hand, the 
triumphant flow of the great chain of thought and the thoroughly Pauline 
boldness of expression (comp. on Eph. ii. 5) are misapprehended, if the act 
be regarded as accomplished only in the decree of God (Grotius, Reiche, and 
Umbreit) ; or if the expression be referred to the glory of God possessed ‘‘at 
Jirst only inwardly and secretly” (Hofmann), or to ‘repute with God” 
(Miircker), or to the bestowal of grace and viobecia here below (Chrysostom and 
his followers, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, and Erasmus), to which also van 
Hengel adheres, appealing to John xii. 28. 

Vv. 31-39. Inference from vv. 29, 30. So, then, the Christian has to fear 
nothing that might be detrimental to his salvation ; but on the contrary he is, 
with the love of God in Christ, assured of that salvation. — This whole passage 


1Comp. Philippi, Glaubens?. II. p. 214, Julius Miller, dogmat. Abhandl. 264 ff. 
ed. 2. 3 See Herm. ad Viger. p. 747; Kiihner, II. 


2 Comp. Luthardt, v. Freien Willen, p. 427; 1, p. 142. 
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is (observe the logical relation of ér: in ver. 29, and odv in ver. 31) a commen- 
tary on ver. 28. And what commentary! ‘Quid unquam Cicero dixit 
grandiloquentius ?” Erasmus on ver. 35. Comp. Augustine, de doctr. uhr. 
iv. 20. A sublime dyko¢ rice Aéfewc (Arist. Rhet. iii. 6) pervades the whole, 
even as respects form. 

Ver. 31. What shall we therefore say (infer thence) with respect to these 
things (vv. 29, 30) ?—ei 6 @ed¢ x.7.2.] Herewith begins a stream of trium- 
phant questions and answers (on to ver. 37) which contains what we say. — 
The 4 cdc irép judy briefly sums up the divine guardianship according to 
the tenor of vv. 29, 30. —ric xa? juav 3] a question not of challenge (Hof- 
mann), with which the following does not accord, but of the sure, already 
triumphant certainty that all hostile power must be unsuccessful and harm- 
less for us. On-elvas xardé tevoc, comp. Ecclus. vi. 12 ; Wisd. iv. 6 ; Plut. 
Nic. 21; and on the contrast of irép and xara, 2 Cor. xiii. 8. 

Ver. 32. The answer to the foregoing question,’ likewise interrogative, 
but with all the more confidence. —écye] quippe qui, He, who indeed, brings 
into prominence causally the subject of what isto be said of him by wé¢ x.7.A.° 
This causal clause is with great emphasis prefixed to the rc x.7.2., of which 
it serves as the ground (the converse occurs ¢e.g. in Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 14 ; 
Aristoph. Ran. 739).— rod idiov] full of significance, for the more forcible 
delineation of the display of love. A contrast, however, to the viode Berote 
(Theophylact, Pareus, Wetstein, Tholuck, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Fritzsche, Philippi) is not implied in the text. Comp., rather, viii. 3: rév 
éavrov vidv. — ovk édeicato] Comp. xi. 21 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 2; 2 Pet. 11. 4, 5; fre- 
quent also inclassic authors. ‘‘ Deus paterno suo amori quasi vim adhibuit,” 
Bengel. The prevalence of the expression, as also the fact that Paul has 
not written tov viod tot ayarynrov, makes the assumption of an allusion to 
Gen. xxii. 12 seem not sufficiently well founded (Philippi, Hofmann, and 
many older commentators). The juxtaposition of the negative and positive 
phrases, ov« é@., aA”. . . wapéd., enhances the significance of the act of 
love. On rapédoxev (unto death), comp. iv. 25. ody airg : with Him who, 
given up for us, has by God’s grace already become ours. Thus everything 
else stands to this highest gift of grace in the relation of concomitant accessory 
gift. — ric ovxi Kai] how is it possible that He should not also with Him, ete. ? 
The «ai belongs, not to rae obxé (Philippi), but to ody airé ; comp. iii. 29 ; 
1 Cor, ix, 8; 1 Thess. ii. 19. The inference is @ majori ad minus. ‘‘ Minus 
est enim vobis omnia cum illo donare, quam illum nostri causa morti tra- 
dere,” Ambrosiaster, Comp. Chrysostom. —rd xévra] the whole, of what He 
has to bestow in accordance with the aim of the surrender of Jesus ; that is, 
not “‘ the universe of things” (Hofmann), the xAnpovouia of the world, which is 
here quite foreign, but, in harmony with the context, vv. 26-80: the col- 


1 That question no longer required acor- lendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 847; Baeumlein 
roboration (Hofmann) after ver. 28 ff. Be- Partik. p. 62; Kiihner, I. 2, p. 734. ; 
sides, Paul would have expressed this 27See Baeumlein, Partik. p. 57 f.; Borne- 


meaning by yap. Regarding the frequent mann, ad Xen, Symp. iv. 15; Maetzn. ad Ly- 
use of yé to introduce the answer in classic- —_ curg. p. 228. 
al Greek, see Klotz, ad Devan. p. 292 f.; El- 
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lective saving blessings of His love shown to us in Christ. This certainty 
of the divine relation toward us, expressed by wéc x.7.2., excludes the: possi- 
bility of success on the part of human adversaries. 

Ver. 33 ff. It is impossible that this obv abr ra révta juiv yaptoerac Should 
be frustrated, either on the side of God, with whom no accusation of His 
elect can have the result of their condemnation (ver. 338, down to caraxpivuv 
in ver. 34), or on that of Christ, whose death, resurrection, etc., afford the 
guarantee than nothing can separate us from His love (ver. 34, Xpuord¢ 6 
arofavov, on to ver. 36). In the analysis of this swelling effusion we must 
return to the method for which Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and other 
Fathers paved the way, and which Erasmus followed : namely, that to the 
question ric éyxadéces x.7.2. the answer is : Oed¢ 6 dixatov* tic 6 Kataxpivey 3 and 
then follows, moulded in similar form to that answer, the expression, pass- 
ing over from God to Christ, Xpioti¢ . . . qudv* Tic jude yopioe K.T.A. 3 80 
that after dicardv, and also after ixép juov, only a colon is to be inserted. 
Who shall raise accusation against the elect of God? Answer, in a boldly tri- 
umphant counter-question,— God is the justifier, who the condemner ? (there is, 
consequently no one there to condemn, and every accusation is without re- 
sult ! Comp. Isa. 1. 8). Andas regards Christ: Christ is He that has died, 
yea rather also has risen again, who also is at the right hand of God, who also 
intercedes for us: who shall separate us from the love of Christ? This view 
(followed also by van Hengel, but by Hofmann only with respect to the 
first portion as far as xkaraxpivev), though abandoned by nearly all modern 
expositors,’ is corroborated by its entire accordance with the sense, by the 
harmony of the soaring rhetorical form, and by its freedom from those insu- 
perable difficulties which beset the modes of division that differ from it. 
[See Note C. p. 353.] Of the latter, two in particular fall to be considered. 
1. Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, and many others, includ- 
ing Ammon, Tholuck, Flatt, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, and Ewald, 
take Ococ 6 ducacdv as affirmative answer to ric éyxatéoes x.7.A. 3 then tic 6 xata- 
kpivev as anew question, and as the affirmative answer thereto : Xpiord¢ 6 
atobavoy «.t.A., thus: Who shall accuse, etc.? God is the justifier (conse- 
quently no accuser shall succeed). Who is the condemner? Christ is He that 
has died, etc. (so that He cannot, therefore, condemn us in judgment). 
But against this view it may be urged, (a) that Ocd¢ 6 dixaciv and Tic 6 Kara- 
kpivev are, as regards both substance (dccacdv and xaraxpiv.) and form (Paul 
has not written ric kataxpiwei to correspond with ri¢ éy«adécec), correlative, 
and therefore may not, without arbitrariness, be separated ; (>) that in ver. 
34 Christ is not at all described as a judge, which would be in keeping with 


1The difficulty started by Philippi, that acter of the magnificent passage. Tholuck’s 
corresponding to the ris éycad. kara éxA. Ocod objections, as also those of Hofmann, re- 
in ver. 83, there is introduced, with the rs garding the second half (from Xpuotis 0 
He. xwp. «.7.A. Of ver. 35, a question for amosavwy onwerds), are quite unimportant. 
which nothing prepares the way, and which ‘The latter lays particular stress on the fact 
is not answered in the foregoing ver. 34—is _ that Paul has not added breép juar to amoday- 
incorrect in itself, since the answer to this év, As if that purpose of the aro. were 
question is certainly yielded by ver. 84; and _ not perfectly self-evident, especially amidst 
it mistakes, moreover, the truly Zyric char- such a vehement flight of the discourse ! 
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the 6 xaraxpivev, but, on the contrary, as redeemer and intercessor ; (¢) that, 
if tic éynadéoer is at once disposed of by Ged¢ 6 dixacav, it must be already 
quite self-evident that there can be no xaraxpivey, and consequently ric 6 
katak, a8 a new question, would be something superfluous and out of keeping 
with so compressed an utterance of emotion ; (@) and, finally, that in the 
entire context there is no mention of the last judgment. 2. The theory, 
that came into vogue after Augustine, doctr. Chr. iii. 3, and Ambrosiaster 
(adopted in modern times by Koppe, Reiche, Kéllner, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, and Maier, also by Griesbach and Lachmann ; 
Tholuck is undecided), consists in supplying éyxa%écec with Oed¢ 6 dixarov, and 
taking it as a question, and dealing in a corresponding manner with Xpcordc¢ 

. . tev also: Who shall accuse? Shall God do so, who justifies? Who 
shall condemn? Shall Christ do so, who has died, etc.? But against this view 
it suffices to urge the decisive reason, that to conceive of God as accuser (be- 
fore Christ) is destitute of scriptural analogy, and could not at all have oc- 
curred to the apostle. Hofmann takes Xpiori¢. . . évrvyy. ixép ju. aS a question 
with two dissimilar relative adjuncts, of which the first declares how it was possi- 
ple, after the question ric 6 xaraxp., to subjoin the further question, whether it 
might not be feared with regard to Christ that He should condemn where 
God acquits ; while the second shows the impossibility of such a fear. But 
this artificial interpretation, In connection with which the first and second 
kat (see the critical remarks) are condemned as not genuine and this con- 
demnation is acutely turned to account, fails, so far as the substance is con- 
cerned, on the very ground that the thought of its being possible perhaps 
for Christ to condemn where God acquits would be an absurd idea, which 
could not occur to a Christian consciousness ; and, so far as form is con- 
cerned, on the ground that the second relative clause is annexed to the first 
with entire similarity, and therefore does not warrant our explaining it, as 
if Paul, instead of 6¢ cai évr., should have written a2Ad kat évr. — In detail, 
observe further : The designation of Christians in ver. 88 as éxAexrol Ocow is 
selected as having a special bearing on the matter, and renders palpable at 
once the fruitlessness of every éyxAyjore ; While Oed¢ coming immediately after 
Gcov has rhetorical emphasis. — xara éx2. Ocod] i.e. against those whom God 
has chosen * out of the kécyuoc (John xvii. 6) to be members of His Messianic 
peculiar people to be made blessed for Christ’s sake, according to His eter- 
nal decree (Eph. i. 4) ; comp. on ver. 30. This is the Christian conception 
(comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9) of the Old Testament éxAexr. (Ps. cv. 48, evi. 5; Isa. 
xlii. 1, lxv. 9; Wisd. iii. 9, a/.). The elect constitute the Israel of God, 
Gal. vi. 16. Regarding the genitive Gecoi (2. is used quite as a substan- 
tive ; comp. Col. iii. 12 ; Matt. xxiv. 31 al.), see Fritzsche, Diss. II. p. 81 ; 
Pflugk, ad Hur, Hee. 1135. The absence of the article (comp. ver. 27) in the 
case of éA. Ocod brings out the guality of the persons. —The predicates of 
Christ in ver. 34—under which His death is to be conceived as an atoning 
death, His rising again as having taken place did rv dixaiwow muav (iv. 25), 


1 Against Hofmann, who (Schriftbew. I. p. 228 f.) calls in question the reference to others, 
non-elect, see on Eph. i. 4. 


‘ 


CHAP. VIII,, 83, 341 
and His being at the right hand of God as personal participation in the gov- 
ernment of the world (Eph. i. 20, Col. iii. 1, al. ; comp. also Dissen, ad 
Pindar, Fragm. xi. 9) in the heavenly dwelling-place of the Father's glory 
(see on Matt. vi. 6)—exclude the possibility of any one separating us from 
the love of Christ. For, as regards His past, He has proved by His death 
the abundance of His love (v. 6 f. ; Eph. iii. 18 f.), and this demonstra- 
tion of His love has been divinely confirmed by His resurrection ; and as 
regards His present, through His sitting at the right hand of God He possesses 
the power to do for His own whatever His love desires, and through His 
intercession He procures for them every protection and operation of grace 
from the Father (Heb. vii. 25, ix. 24; 1 Johnii. 1). But this intercession 
(comp. ver. 26 f.) is the continuous bringing to bear of His work of atone- 
ment, completed by His iAacr#piov, on the part of Christ in His glory with 
the Father ; which we are to conceive of as real and—in virtue of the glori- 
fied corporeity of the exalted Christ, as also in virtue of the subordination 
in which He even as civOpovoc stands to the Father—as request properly so 
called (évrevfic) through which the ‘‘continwus quasi vigor” (Gerhard) of 
redemption takes place. Comp. John xiv. 16. There has been much dog- 
matic and philosophical explaining away of this passage on the part of sys- 
tematists and exegetes. Some apt observations are to be found in Diister- 
dieck on 1 John ii. 1, who nevertheless, without assigning his exegetical 
grounds, calls in question that the intercession is vocalis et oralis. As such, 
however, it must be conceived, because it is made by the glorified God-man ; 
though the more special mode in which it takes place is withdrawn from 
the cognizance of our earthly apprehension. Comp. Philippi, Glaubens/. 
IV. 2, p. 336, ed. 2. —paAdov dé is the imo vero, vel potius, by which the 
speaker amends his statement (see on Gal. iv. 9) ; for what would Christ’s 
having died have been of itself ? how could it have been to us the bond and 
the security of His love against all distresses, etc., ver. 35 f., if the divine 
resurrection had not been added to it? Paul therefore appends to the bare 
arofavev, by way of correction : imo vero etiam resuscitatus, in which the xai, 
also, signifies : non solum mortuus, sed etiam resusc. ; comp. Eph. vy. 11. It 
is thus clear that (contrary to Hofmann’s view) this cai was quite essential 
and indispensable ; for it was not the drofavér itself, but its having been 
mentioned alone and without the resurrection belonging to it, that needed 
correction, It is, moreover, self-evident that all this application of the cor- 
rective expression is here merely of a formal nature, serving to bring into 
marked prominence the two elements in their important correlation. — The 
6c xai occurring twice has a certain solemnity. — Ver. 35. ric] Paul puts the 
question by ric, not r/, in conformity with the parallel rig 6 xaraxpiverv. The 
circumstance that he subsequently specifies states and things, not persons— 
which, however, naturally suggest themselves to the conception of the 
reader—cannot lead any one astray, least of all in such a bold flight of 
rhetoric. — ad rij¢ aya. tT. Xpiorov] Most expositors take rod X. (comp. Eph. 
iii, 19) as genitive of the subject, and rightly, because this view was already 
~ prepared for by ver. 34 (in which the great acts of Christ’s love toward us 
are specified), and is confirmed by ver. 37 (dud rod ayan. jac), and by ver. 
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39, where the dyéry tov Ocod 7) év XpiorG comes in the place of the ayarn row 
X. This excludes the interpretation of others, who understand it of the love 
to Christ (Origen, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Majus, Heumann, Morus, Kollner, 
and Ewald). Kdéllner’s objections to our view do not touch its true sense, 
since the point in question is not a possible interruption of the love of Christ 
to us, nor yet the hindering of our access to it (Philippi), but a possible sep- 
aration from the love of Christ (that helps to victory, ver. 37) through hin- 
drances intervening between it and us, which might nullify its manifestation and 
operation upon us and might thus dissolve our real fellowship with it.” Tt was 
therefore very unwarranted in de Wette (comp. Calvin, Riickert, and Tho- 
luck), to convert, in accordance with v. 5, the love of Christ into ‘‘ the joy- 
ful feeling of being loved by Christ,” which ver. 37 does not permit, where 
manifestly the aid of the exalted Christ, who has loved us (comp. Matt. 
XXviil. 20 ; Phil. iv. 13), is meant. 

Ver. 36. The marks of parenthesis are to be expunged, because the con- 
struction is unbroken, and a2’ év robr. raow in ver. 37 refers to ver. 35 and 
ver. 36. On the accumulation of designations that follows, comp. 2 Cor. 
vi. 4 f. ; and on the so frequently repeated 7, Xen. Mem. i. 1. 7, Soph. O. C. 
251. By way of scriptural proof for the most extreme element mentioned, 
for 7 payapa, Paul quotes a passage, in accordance with which even the 
slaying sword has here its place already prophetically indicated beforehand. 
Tn Ps. xliv. 23 (quoted exactly from the LXX.), where the historical mean- 
ing refers to the daily massacres of Jews in the time of the Psalmist Gn an 
age after the exile, but not solate as the Maccabean), he recognizes a type 
of the analogous fate awaiting the Christian people of God, as their sacred- 
historic destiny. Kardaaanaoc rtoig mpoxerévorg 7 paprepia’ éx mpoohrov yap 
Therein lies the justifi- 
cation of this typical view. But since our passage specially mentions only 
the being put to death and the slaying, we have no right to make the refer- 
ence which Paul gives to them extend, with Hofmann, to the treatment in 
general which the Christians should have to experience, instead of leaving 
it limited to véyarpa.—o7] for. A part of the quotation, without relevant 
reference to the connection in our passage. — évexev ood] There is no reason 
whatever for departing, with Kéllner (comp. Hofmann), from the reference 
of the original text to God, and referring coi to Christ. For, in the first 
place, the probative point of the quotation does not lic in évexev cod (but in 
Gavar. and éAoy. d¢ mp8. o¢.); and in the second place, the very massacres of 
the Christians took place on account of God, because they continued faithful 
to Him in Christ, while the denial of Christ would have been a denial of 
God, who had sent Him. Hence martyrdom was regarded as a doféCew 
Gavary tov Gedy (John xxi. 19), — ddqv tiv ju.] Not guotidie (Castalio, Gro- 


avdpOv eipyta: Tov aiTov éoynKéTwv cKordv, Theodoret. 


1 The tribulations, ete., are, forsooth, not 
something which might form a wall of sep- 
aration between us and the love of Christ, 


act upon us. Philippi introduces a foreign 
element, when he holds that the tribula- 
tions might seem to us signs of the divine 


such as they might produce perhaps in hu- 
man fellowship—so that the affection of 
any one should be unable to reach us or 


wrath, and thus mislead us into wndeief in 
the existence of the divine love. 
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tius, and Glickler); Paul follows the LXX., who thus translate pyn-53, 
It means : the whole day (comp. x. 21 ; Isa, lxii. 6 ; Ex. x. 13; 1 Sam. 
xix. 24; 1 Mace. v. 50) are we murdered, so that at every time of the day 
murder is committed upon us (now on this one, now on that one of us); it 
ceases not the livelong day, And this is the consequence of the fact, that we 
have been counted (aorist) as sheep for the slaughter, reckoned like sheep des- 
tined for slaughter. 

Ver. 37. But in all this—namely, what is specified in vers. 35 and 36—we 
conquer, etc, This aad does not break off an incomplete sentence (Hof- 
mann), but is rather the simple antithetic at, but, whatever sufferings and 
dangers may await us. —imepyx.] We gain a victory that is more than victory ; 
we are over-victorious. Luther well renders : ‘‘ we overcome far.” Comp. v. 
20. It does not involve more than this ; neither the easiness of the victory 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact), nor the ‘‘in eruce etiam gloriamur” (Beza), 
which is rather the consequence of this victory ; for a sublime testimony to 
the latter, see 2 Cor. iv. 8-11. In the ancient Greek treprix. is not extant, 
but it occurs in Socr. H. £. iii. 21, Leo Tact. xiv. 25, although in a deroga- 
tory sense (vixav pév KaAdv, drepvixady dé éxigfovov). Nevertheless there is con- 
tained in our passage also a holy arrogance of victory, not selfish, but in the 
consciousness of the might of Christ. —dsa tov ayar. yuac] He who hath 
loved us is the procwrer of this our victory, helps us to it by His power. 
Comp. esp. 2 Cor. xi. 9. That it is not God (Chrysostom, Estius, Grotius, 
Bengel, and others, including Reiche, Kéllner, Olshausen, and van Hengel) 
that is meant, but Christ (Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
and Hofmann), follows, not indeed from Phil. iv. 13, but from the necessary 
reference to tic ju. yop. axd Tt. ay. tT. X. in ver. 35 ; for ver. 37 contains the 
opposite of the separation from the love of Christ. — ayarjc.] denotes the act 
of love kar éoy4v, which Christ accomplished by the sacrifice of His 
life. This reference was self-evident to the consciousness of the readers. 
Comp. v. 6; Gal. ii. 20 ; Eph. v. 2, 25. 

Vy. 38, 39. Paul now confirms what he had said in ver. 387 by the enthu- 
siastic declaration of his conviction that no power, in whatever shape it 
may exist or be conceived of, etc. For the singular réevowa there is as 
little necessity for seeking a special reason (Hofmann, e¢.g., thinks that Paul 
wished to justify the confidence with which he had expressed ver. 37) as in the 
case of Aoyifoua: in ver. 18, especially as ver. 37 contains only the simple as- 
sertion of a state of fact, and not a how of that assertion. —The following 
expressions (@dvaro¢ «.7.2.) are to be left in the generality of their sense, 
which is, partly in itself and partly through the connection, beyond doubt ; 
every arbitrary limitation is purely opposed to the purpose of declaring 
everything—everything possible—incapable of separating the believers from 
the love of God in Christ. Hence : olire @évaroe ol'te Cun : neither death nor 
life, as the two most general states, in which man can be. We may die or 
live : we remain in the love of God. The mention of death jirst was 
occasioned very naturally by ver. 86. It is otherwise in 1 Cor. iii, 22. 
Grotius (following Chrysostom and Jerome, ad Aglas. 9) imports the idea ; 
‘“metus mortis ; spes vitae,” which Philippi also regards as a ‘‘ correct para- 
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phrase of the sense.” — obre dyyedou obre apzai] Neither angels (generally) nor 
(angelic) powers (in particular). dyy. is, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, Fritzsche, Hofmann, and others, to be understood 
of good angels, because the wicked are never termed ayyeor without some 
defining adjunct (Matt. xxv. 41; 2 Cor. xii. 7; 2 Pet. i. 4; comp. Jude 
6). The objection repeated by Reiche (who, with Clemens Alexandrinus, 
Toletus, Grotius, Estius, and others, understands it of wicked angels), that 
an attempt on the part of the good angels to separate Christians from God 
is inconceivable, does not hold, since, according to Gal. i. 8, the case of 
such an attempt falling within the sphere of possibility could certainly be 
—not believed, but—conceived ex hypothesi by Paul. Theophylact already 
aptly says: oby é¢ Tov ayyéAwr adioTorvtwr Tode avOpOrove axd XpioTod, GAA 
xa’ indQcow tov Adyov rifeic. Against the view that ayy. denotes good and 
wicked angels (Wolf, Bengel, Koppe, and van Hengel), the linguistic usage 
is likewise decisive, since according to it the absolute ayy. signifies nothing 
else than simply good angels. Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 9.—dpyai] obtains, 
through its connection with ayy., its definite reference to particular powers 
in the category of angels—those invested with power in the angelic world. 
Paul recognizes a diversity’ of rank and power in the angelic hierarchy (of 
the good and the wicked), and finds occasion, especially in his later epistles, 
to mention it (Col. 1. 16 ; Eph. i. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 24; Eph. vi. 12 ; Col. ni. 
15) ; without, however (comp. on Eph. i. 21), betraying any participation in 
the fluctuating definitions of the later Jews.? Olearius, Wetstein, Loesner, 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 460, refer apy. to human 
ruling powers ; van Hengel to ‘‘ principatus quoslibet.” Against these its con- 
nection with ayy. is decisive, because no contrast is suggested of non-angelic 
powers. Just as little, because without any trace in the text, are we to 
understand with Hofmann the apyai, in contrast to the good God-serving 
dyyerot, as spirits ‘‘ that in self-will exercise a dominion, with which they do not 
live to the service of God,” i.e. as evil spirits. —oire évectéra ore pédAovtal 
neither that which has setin nor that which is future. Comp. 1 Cor. iii, 22. 
Quite general, and not to be limited to sufferings (Vatablus, Grotius, Flatt, 
and others). éveor., however, does not absolutely coincide with the idea 
things present (as it is wswally taken), which is in itsclf linguistically possible, 
but is never the case in the N. T. (see on Gal..i. 4) ; but it denotes rather 
what is in the act of having set in, has already begun (and peAA. that, the 
emergence of which is still future). 80, according to Gal. i. 4 ; 1 Cor. iii. 
22, vil. 26 ; 2 Thess. ii. 2. Aptly rendered by the Vulgate : ‘‘instantia.” 
Comp. Lucretius, i. 461: ‘‘quae res énstet, quid porro deinde sequatur.’? — 
obre duviperc| nor powers ; to be left in its utmost generality, personal and im- 
personal (Hofmann arbitrarily limiting it to the latter). The common inter- 
pretation, angelic powers, would be correct, if its position after dpyai were 
right ; but see the crit. remarks. The incongruity of the apparent isolation of 


1In opposition to Hofmann, who without 2 See, respecting these definitions, Barto- 
any reason denies this (Schriftbez. I. 347). locci, Bidl. rabb. I. p. 267 ff.; Eisenmenger, 
See Hahn, Theol. N. 7. I, 282 ff.; Philippi, entdecktes Judenthum, I. p. 370 ff. 
roaubensi. II. 807 ff., ed. 2. 
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this link vanishes on observing that Paul, in his enumeration, twice arranges 
the elements in pairs (@avarog . . . apyat), and then twice again in threes (viz. 
obre éveor. obte WEA. ove duvau., AN obre bpwua obre Babo¢ obre Tic KTiow érépa), 
and the latter indeed in such a way, that to the two that stand contrasted 
he adds a third of a general character. —oire twa obre Ba0oc| neither height 
nor depth ; likewise without any alteration or limitation of the quite general 
sense of the words. No dimension of space can separate us, etc. Arbitrary 
definitions are given : heaven and hell or the nether world (Theodoret, Bengel, 
Wetstein, Michaelis, Klee, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Hofmann) ; 
heaven and earth (Fritzsche ; comp. Theophylact, Morus, and Flatt) ; the 
height of bliss and the depth of misery (Koppe) ; spes honorum and metus 
ignominiae (Grotius, Rosenmiiller) ; sapientia haereticorum and communes 
oulge errores (Melanchthon) ; neque altitudo, ex qua quis minaretur praecipt- 
tiwm, neque prefundum, in quo aliquis minaretur demersionem (Thomas 
Aquinas, Anselm, Estius).—otre ri¢ xriow érépa] nor any other created thing 
whatever, covers all not yet embraced in the foregoing elements ; and thus 
the idea of ‘‘ nothing in the world in the shape of a creature” is fully exhausted, 
The attempt to bring the collective elements named in their consecutive 
order under definite logical categories leads to artificialities of exposition, 
which ought not to be applied to such enthusiastic outbursts of the moment. 
— Instead of ric ay. tov Xpicrod (ver. 35), Paul now says, tic ay. tov Oeod tHe 
éy X. 1., not thereby expressing something different, but characterizing the 
love of Christ (toward us) as the love of God which is in Christ Jesus. The 
love of Christ, namely, is nothing else than the love of God Himself, which 
has its seat and place of operation in Christ. God is the original fountain, 
Christ the constant organ and mediating channel of one and the same love 3; 
so that in Christ isthe love of God, and the love of Christ is the love of God 
in Christ. Comp, v, 6, 8. 


Norres py AmeErican Eprror, 
XOCI. Ver. 1. ovdéy dpa viv kaTdxpia K.7.A. 


dpa viv Meyer affirms, as against Philippi, never to be equivalent to dpa odv. 
This position seems to be correct. Here, at least, it may be confidently held 
that viv has the temporal sense, referring to the state following the interven- 
tion of Christ which is alluded to in vii. 25. To what is there said, as con- 
nected with what precedes it (also summed up in 25d), apa points, and draws 
from it the declaration of this verse asaninference. The progress of the thought 
‘and its connection with the foregoing context, thus, show what is in the au- 
thor’s mind, The deliverance through Christ is from the condition described 
in vii. 14-23 ; that condition is one in which, whatever may be the better im- 
pulses or the interior conflict, the man is uniformly and hopelessly subjected 
as a slave to sin as his master. It is from the power and dominion of this mas- 
ter that Christ frees him. Through the aid of this Divine helper he ceases to be 
a dovioc éuapriac, and becomes éAevGepoc. The fact that he is thus free, accord. 
ingly, isthe ground of the fact that there is for him now no condemnation. This 
view of the meaning is confirmed by the following verses. ‘The reason given in 
ver. 2 for this statement of ver. 1, that there is no condemnation, is that ‘< the law 
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of the Spirit freed me (or thee) from the law of sin ;” #.e. that the man has pass- 
ed out of the control of sin into a new and opposite condition. And the aorist 
tense #ievIépwoev declares that this change was wrought at the time indicated 
in vii. 25a. Ver. 4 ff. also set forth, (1) the idea of a fulfilling of the require- 
ments of the law in the case of those who come under the controlling influence 
of the new principle ; (2) the fact that, where this new principle thus gains 
control, the ‘‘ mind” is wholly turned towards the things of the Spirit, which 
are the exact opposite to those of the flesh ; and (3) the declaration that if a 
man has this “‘mind’’—though his bodily part remains still subject to death 
on account of sin—his spiritual part is already possessed of life because of 
righteousness. The entire context, therefore, points in one direction and to 
one conclusion. The same general thought is brought out in Gal. v. 18 ff, 
where the statement that, in case we are led by the Spirit, we are not under 
the law [i.e. its condemnation], is founded upon an enumeration of the fruits 
of the Spirit, against. which the law has no condemnatory judgment to pro- 
nounce. The man has ceased to sin, having been made free, and hence can- 
not be condemmed, 

It must be borne in mind here, as in chap. vi., that the Apostle is in this en- 
tire section of the Epistle discussing an objection to his doctrine—that it tends 
to sin,—and is showing that there is no such tendency. When he describes 
the state of the man who has become a Christian, therefore, he naturally pre- 
sents it in accordance with the ideal involved in the doctrine. In the realiza- 
tion of this ideal there is and must be a complete change of masters and govern- 
ing principles at the turning-point of life. All before this is under sin ; all 
after this under Christ, the Spirit, righteousness. The doctrine is thus com- 
pletely vindicated, when it is exhibited in its true light. That individual hu- 
man experience does not always answer to this ideal is plainly admitted by the 
Apostle in the fact that, immediately after these verses, he exhorts the Chris- 
tian readers to conform their lives to the doctrine, ver. 12 (cf. vi. 12, Gal. v. 
25). But whether the individual believer does thus live or not, the legitimate 
tendency of the doctrine itself is the same ; and, wherever he does not, the 
same exhortation, and this only, is the one to be given. 


XOIIL. Ver. 2-11. 


In the passage extending from ver. 2 to ver. 11 the following points may be 
noticed. (a) The connection of év Xp. ’Inood (ver. 2) with 7Aev8épwoev, which 
is favored by Meyer, is to be preferred. Meyer founds this view of the con- 
struction upon ver. 3. Weiss, in his ed. of Mey., inserts, in place of ‘ver. 3,’’ 
“the manifest reference to roic év Xp, "Inc. ver. 1.’ We may properly include 
both of the verses alluded to, and also vii. 25a, in the argument, for this 
verse has a close relation to them all, and they all support this understanding 
of the sentence. (b) The textual reading ce after 7Aev9. is placed by West. and 
Hort. (as by Tisch., 8th ed.) in the text. They indicate doubts, however, re- 
specting its genuineness, and in their ‘* Notes on Select Readings,’’ after 
presenting the facts of the case, they say, “The distribution of documents, 
combined with internal evidence, favors the omission of both pronouns ;” 
adding the remark (comp. Meyer), ‘ce, a very unlikely reading, is probably only 
an early repetition of—oce.” [i.e. from #AevOépwoe.]. Weiss ed. Mey., on the 
other hand, seems to regard the substitution of we for oe by a copyist as readily 
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to be supposed, by reason of the Jand me of the preceding context. The con- 
nection of the verse with the preceding context certainly favors strongly the 
reading je, as compared with ce. But, while it must be admitted that this fact 
might have induced a copyist to change the text from ce to je, a careful obser- 
vation of the progress of the thought will lead rather to the conviction that tho 
Apostle himself wrote ve, as still bringing forward his own personality. (c) 
The law of sin and of death, from which the man is freed, is the same law which 
is mentioned at the end of vii. 23, to whose power he was always brought into 
captivity before the deliverance. The addition of rov Oavdrov is suggested by 
vii. 24. (d) The sense in which karéxpive (ver. 3) is to be understood must be 
determined (1) by the force of the verb itself ;—it is a judicial word, and hence 
we must find in it this element ; (2) by év rH capri, which qualifies the verb ;— 
this denotes the sphere within which the condemnation was effective ; (3) by 
70 adivarov 7% véuov ;—this phrase, being appositional with the sentence of 
which karéxpive is the leading verb, shows that the condemnation referred to is 
one which the law could not accomplish ; (4) by év @ yobéver dud THe oupKbs sx— 
these words contain the ground of this inability of the law; (5) by the fact 
that throughout the entire passage from vii, 14 to this point dyapria is con- 
ceived of in the light of a master and lord. Sinis declared in this verse, 
therefore, to be condemned, not in the ordinary meaning of the word, but ina 
peculiar one. In the ordinary sense, the law could condemn it. It could pro- 
nounce judgment and secure the infliction of penalty. To this end there was 
no weakness of the law through the flesh. But in the sense of a judicial deposing 
of sin from its lordship, and of excluding it from the domain where it had held 
sway, the Mosaic law had no power of condemnation. It was hopelessly weak 
as related to the accomplishment of this result, because of that element of 
man’s nature over which sinruled. Itcould reveal the will of Godand demand 
righteousness, but, by reason of what is set forth in vii. 14-23, could do no 
more. This practical, or as Meyer calls it de facto, condemnation is, according- 
ly, what was in the writer’s mind. (e) The means by which God effected 
what the law had not been able to accomplish was the sending of his Son év 
duordmare capKog éuaptiac Kal rept dyapriac. In the former of these two phrases 
the genitive duapriac is not to be explained, with Meyer, as a gen. of quality, 
but, with Weiss ed. Mey., as expressing the relation of sin as amaster. In the 
latter phrase the same idea is probably suggested, and thus the preposition, 
which is indefinite in itself, is to be taken, not as involving the thought of an 
offering for sin, but as referring to the destruction of sin’s power. As Weiss 
justly remarks, these verses speak of sin only with respect to this point. The 
Son was sent éy capxi (as Meyer also says), but not év capki duapriac, only év 
duo. capk. &. He was sent with reference (7ep/) to sin in different senses, 
but here the attention of the reader is confined to the one sense indicated by the 
context. Meyer, on the other hand, holds that in rep? du. is contained the 
whole category of the relations in which Christ stood to sin. (f) In accordance 
with all that has been said, and with all the indications of the passage, dixaiapa, 
ver. 4, must be interpreted as meaning ordinance, requirement, ‘‘ what the law lays 
down as its rightful demand ’’ (Meyer). The end in view of the condemnation 
is the fulfilment of this demand. This verse, accordingly, confirms the view 
of the preceding verse which has been stated, and, in its turn, has its own true 
meaning indicated and established by what the former verse declares. (g) In 
ver. 7) the ground on which is founded the affirmation that the mind of the flesh 
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is enmity against God is set forth in the words, ‘‘for it does not subject itself 
to the law of God ;” and then this latter statement is strengthened by the 
clause ‘for not even can it do so.’ This ov divara: and similar phrases else- 
where are not to be regarded as stating anything respecting the ability or ina- 
bility of the will, as a faculty, to rid itself of the dominion of sin. What is 
said here is only that the mind of the flesh cannot subject itself, etc. It can- 
not, because a thing cannot be its opposite. If the man, in the exercise of his 
will, submits to God, the mind of the flesh, ipso facto and at that moment, 
ceases to exist. (h) Vv. 10, 11 state what is already secured for the Christian 
while he lives on earth, according to the proper idea of the doctrine of justifica- 
tion by faith, and what will be realized hereafter. Already in this life, so far 
as the rvevya is concerned, there is (a7 because of righteousness, but neverthe- 
less the body is dead. Hereafter the body of the believer is to share in the 
fof, and thus the work of the deliverer from the power of sin is to be completed. 
That dcxaiocivn here means conformity to right, and not righteousness by faith, 
 isindicated by the context, even from the beginning of this section. Weiss 
ed. Mey. recognizes this, rejecting the view of Meyer. vexpdv clearly refers to 
physical death (comp. @vyrd, ver. 11), and the sentence is put in this form for the 
purpose of contrast with Cw7:—the spirit is life, the body is dead. So far as 
relates to the matter of time, the death of the body is, for the living man, a 
thing of the future. Meyer takes the sentence proleptically. Weiss regards it 
as said from the standpoint of the end of life, when the result which Christ 
accomplishes for us here is made manifest. The view of Meyer seems more 
correct, for the declaration with regard to the spirit (as shown by the preced- 
ing verses) has reference to what is before the end. (i) With respect to the 
manner of the CGworoeiv, or the view which we are to regard the Apostle as 
holding concerning the resurrection, it is to be remarked that his most full 
and distinct utterance on this subject is found in 1 Cor. xy. Expressions of a 
more general nature, like the present—at least those written so soon after- 
wards—must be explained, in their minuter points, by that chapter. Evident- 
ly Paul did not look for a literal resurrection of the earthly body. (j) As to 
the textual reading in ver. 11, it must be admitted that the thought of the pre- 
ceding verses points strongly towards 6:a 7d évouxovv... tvevua. The fact, also, 
which is urged by many, that the Spirit is not represented in the N. T. as the 
instrumental agent in the resurrection, favors the same text. Ina case where 
the external evidence is so nearly evenly divided as it is here, the evidence 
derived from the passage itself may properly have great weight. Tisch. 8th 
ed., West. and Hort, R. V., adopt the genitive reading ; W. & H. and R. Y., 
however, record the other in the margin, Tregelles, Alford, Godet, Weiss, 
Gifford, and others prefer the accusative reading, 


XCIII. Ver. 12. dpa obv ddecdérar éopév k.7.A. 


The remarks of Meyer on this verse are evidently correct. It may be added, 
(a) that the statement of the former part of the verse involves and (though the 
thought is expressed only on the negative side) is equivalent in substance to 
an exhortation to the readers to make their living correspond with the ideal 
indicated (see preceding notes) ; and (b) that the cause of the omission of the 
positive part (but to the Spirit, etc.) is undoubtedly the same which we 
discover in many other instances—namely, that the writer is led away by his 
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desire to introduce the proof of the negative part, and, after this has been 
presented, regards the positive as suggested with sufficient clearness for hig 
purpose. 


XCIV. Ver. 17.: civep ovurdayomev iva kad ovvdoeacboper, 


The connection both of the clauses and the thought is very close from ver. 12 
to ver. 17a. But a new thought is evidently suggested in ver. 17b. ‘We 
are heirs, 7f we suffer,’ etc. To this new thought the entire passage vy. 18-39 
is attached. It may be noticed, as connected with 17), that iva seems to ex- 
press the end in view which belongs to the very idea of ovurdoyouev, rather 
than that which alone moves the man thus to suffer : Jf we move on inthat course 
of suffering in union with Christ which looks, as it also leads, to a union with Him in 
glory. It may also be remarked that eitep assumes the condition as a fact, and 
although the position of Hermann ad Viger. p. 834, referred to by Grimm and 
many commentators, may be admitted—that this particle is used ‘de re, quae 
esse sumitur, sed in incerto relinquitur utrum jure an injuria sumatur’’— 
yet in the N. T. it is found almost universally (if not, indeed, without any 
exception in cases where it is not joined with some other particle), as it is 
here, in suppositions which are clearly regarded by the writer as justly assumed. 
As in ver. 9 he takes it for granted, since. they are Christians, that the readers 
(jueic) have the Spirit of God dwelling in them—and considers himself justified 
in so taking it,—so here he presents a condition which, as he holds, will nat- 
urally be fulfilled by the followers of Christ to whom he was writing. For the 
use of eimep comp. ver. 9, also Rom. ili. 30 (where some texts read ézeizep), 
1 Cor. viii. 5 ; 2 Cor. v. 3 (where Tisch. and W. & Hort read etye); 2 Thess. i. 6 ; 
1 Pet. ii. 3 (when S* A B read ¢/). With dpa it occurs in 1 Cor. xv. 15, where 
apa conveys the idea of in the case supposed in the preceding context. In that 
case it may be justly held that the dead are not raised. 


XCYV.. Ver. 18 4: 


The relation of vv. 18-39 to ver. 17b is correctly given by Meyer. The pas- 
sage sets forth three grounds of encouragement to endure the sufferings which 
are to end in the glory. The first of these is connected with the future and 
with hope. The other two relate to the present life. Weiss ed. Mey. objects 
to this view on the ground that ver. 17 does not contain an exhortation. It does 
not, indeed, in form, but it does by way of suggestion and through its close union 
with ver. 18. That the latter verse is introduced as a reason for something 
which precedes it, is evident from the ydép with which it opens. That the 
particular thing to which it refers is the entire clause, ovyrdoyouev iva Kal 
cvvdosacdauer, is indicated by the fact that it compares the sufferings with the 
glory. That the reference is to this clause as suggesting an exhortation we must 
hold, because there is no proof given in the verse of the only fact stated in ver. 
17b—namely, that we are God’s heirs and Christ’s fellow-heirs if, or only if, we 
suffer, etc. Weiss admits that this fact, considered in itself, is not established 
by ver. 18, but regards the verse as proving that, whereas the suffering might 
seem to be inconsistent with that fatherly love of God on which our confidence 
in the final consummation of our salvation must depend, there was, nevertheless, 
to the mind of Paul, no such inconsistency. To any inconsistency of this sort 
or any difficulty likely to arise in connection with it, however, there is no 
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allusion in ver. 18 or the verses which follow ; the first clearly manifest sug-« 
gestion of such an idea being found near the close of the chapter, and in what 
must be considered as another paragraph, —at vv. 35, 36. 

According to Godet, ‘‘Paul seemed, in the previous verses, to assume that 
the work had already reached its goal, and that nothing remained but to pass 
into glory.’’? The words of 17) are added to remove this possible misapprehen- 
sion of his meaning, and in connection with them he is led to “ develop two 
ideas,” ver. 18 ff. : (1) ‘‘the world’s state of misery in its present condition 
demonstrated by the groaning of the creation, by that of believers themselves, 
and by that of the Holy Spirit,” and (2) the certainty, notwithstanding all, of 
the future glory. But this view seems less simple, natural, and accordant with 
the progress of the thought, and must be rejected. 


XCVI. Ver. 18-25. 


The relation of the verses in this passage is indicated by the repeatedly 
occurring ydp. (a) Ver. 19 is introduced as a confirmation of ver. 18. Meyer 
thinks it is intended to prove the certainty suggested by the emphatic uéAAovoan ; 
but, though this participle has a prominence by reason of its position, it does 
not apparently contain the main thought of the verse—which is, that the 
glory, which is certainly to be revealed, far outweighs the present sufferings. It 
is, then, the greatness of the glory, rather than its indubitableness, which we 
must regard as in the Apostle’s mind in ver. 18 also. If even the kriov (the 
entire irrational creation) is patiently waiting for the revelation of this 
glory, with earnest expectation, it must be something with which ‘the light 
afflictions which are but for a moment’’ can bear no comparison. (6) Vv. 20, 21 
give the ground of the fact that the «riove thus waits with expectation—namely, 
because its original subjection to the law of decay was accompanied by a hope 
for itself of future deliverance from the bondage of corruption, and of participa- 
tion in the freedom therefrom which belongs to the glorified state of the chil- 
dren of God. (c) Ver. 22 presents a proof of the statement of vv. 20, 21. This 
statement is not that the xriow was subjected to vanity, but that it was thus 
subjected in hope. The view of Meyer, at this particular point, must, therefore, 
be correct. The ever-continued sighing fur deliverance indicates the hope of 
it. (d) With regard to ver. 23, however, it seems better, with Weiss ed. Mey., 
to hold that its connection is with ver, 18, and that it has a sort of parallelism 
with ver. 19, than, with Meyer, to make it a climax of the proof of the é7’ 
éArids of ver, 20. From ver. 19 to ver. 22 the waiting expectation of the xriavc 
is presented and explained. The similar longing and waiting of the children 
of God themselves is now set forth. We who have the first-fruits of the Spirit, 
Paul says, groan within ourselves, waiting out the completeness of our adoption, 
the redemption of the body. This, which has been already alluded to in 
vy. 10, 11, as not yet accomplished, but as the promise of the future, is the 
final consummation of that which Christ works out for us through the deliver- 
ance referred to in vii. 25. The body is redeemed from the power of sin, 
which causes its death, and is made free from the bondage of corruption. (e) 
Ver. 24 adds a reason for ‘‘our” groaning and looking forward ; that the salva- 
tion which ‘‘ we’’ gained as we entered the Christian life was a salvation in 
hope, and not in the actual experience of all that it involves. By this word 
‘‘hope,” the thought is brought into a correspondence with the idea of hope as 
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predicated of the «riove ; and the two together give the double proof, not simply 
of the cerlainty, but of the greatness of that which awaits the sons of God. 
(f) Having thus developed his thought, the Apostle turns, at the close of the 
paragraph, to an inference which includes within itself an exhortation. If our 
condition is one of hopeful expectation of a glory which we do not yet realize, 
we may well wait for it with a steadfast endurance under whatever sufferings 
we may be called to experience. 


XCVIT. Vv. 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 238, 24, 25. 


As regards the individual words and phrases of the passage, the following 
points may be noticed : (a) tov viv karpov does not necessarily indicate that the 
Parousia was, to the Apostle’s thought, near at hand, but may imply this, and is 
entirely consistent with any statements of the Epistles which convey this idea. 
The evidence for or against the view that he had this thought must, however, 
be sought elsewhere. (0) ei¢ judc. This form of expression shows, not that 
the revelation of the glory is to us or in us, but that it finds its end—terminates, 
as it were—inus. Hence we have, also, in ver. 19 the revelation of the sons of 
God. R. V. renders ‘‘ to us-ward.’’ Godet says, ‘‘in and for us.” (c) amoxapa- 
dokia, awexdéyverat. There is here a personifying of the «riovc so far that the 
imperfection and perishableness seen everywhere in nature, which suggest the 
idea of, and seem to demand, an answering perfection, are conceived as a 
longing desire and earnest hope for this completeness. (d) That the explana- 
tion of «ricve given by Meyer is the right one is satisfactorily proved by the ar- 
guments and suggestions presented in his note. (e) wataidryti refers to the 
perishableness alluded to above, or the law of decay to which all things in the 
natural world are subject. The subjection, however, is not a hopeless and 
perpetual one. (f) 67. Tisch. (8) reads with 8 D* FG, diér, and Weiss 
ed. Mey. regards this as probably the original text, the first syllable having 
subsequently been omitted by reason of the occurrence of the same letters at 
the end of the next preceding word, éAridv. If we read diért we must, and if bre 
we may, translate because. It is apparently, however, much more in the Apos- 
tle’s line of thought here to state the contents of the hope—namely, that there 
will be a deliverance, than to declare this fact as a ground of the affirmation 
that there was a subjecting in hope. This being the case, and the external eyi- 
dence being strong for 67. (A BC De E K LP, etc.), it seems better to adopt 
this reading with W. & Hort, and to translate, as R. V. text, that. The other text 
and rendering are, however, properly recognized by R. V. in the margin. (4) 
That déénc is not equivalent to an attributive adjective belonging to éAevdepiav 
(A. V. the glorious liberty), is clear not only from the universal usage of the Neu, 
but also because of the dovielac ri¢ ¢90pac Which precedes. The genitivesin both 
cases, it may be added, are not gen. of apposition (the bondage which consists 
in corruption, ete.),as Meyer holds, but rather gen. of possession or the gen. 
indicating that the bondage and freedom appertain to the corruption and glory. 
The contrast between ofopac and dééyc, and the connection with patatorynre and 
2Anids of the previous clause, make it evident that g4opd, as here used, corre- 
sponds substantially with wataidryc. (h) abroé tiv arapyny To TvEevpuatoc ExovTEC. 
The view of Meyer with reference to these words must be rejected, because 
there seems to be no occasion for thus referring to the first believers in distinc- 
tion from others ; because we do not find this idea expressed elsewhere by 
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similar words ; and because there is nothing in the context to suggest such an 
interpretation. The context, on the other hand, suggests the thought of the 
perfected. condition connected with the défa. The first fruit of this perfec- 
tion is the gift of the Spirit bestowed already upon the Christian. The evident 
connection in thought between this verse and vv. 10, i1 renders it almost 
certain that this is the true meaning, and that the genitive tvevuaroc is apposi- 
tional. (i) viofecia in connection with darexdey is used in a peculiar sense. 
It does not here designate the adoption which takes place at the beginning of 
the Christian life (cf. ver. 15 ; also Gal. iv. 5; Eph. i. 5), but the full realization 
of what that adoption involves in itself and brings to the soul in thefuture. (7) 
The word aroAvtpwore is used, apparently, because, in the passage to which this 
paragraph is attached (vii. 25-viii. 17), the Apostle has set forth the effects of 
Christ’s work of deliverance, together with their present limitations. In the 
redemption from the power of sin, the body participates latest. Death is the 
last enemy destroyed (1 Cor. xv. 26). (k) 7H éArids écobnuev] The aorist tense 
points to the time of conversion (vii. 25), and éAridc denotes the respect in 
which, salvation was then secured. The dative, as Winer and Meyer express 
the idea of it, ‘*designates the sphere to which the predicate is to be conceived 
as confined.”’ Jn hope, not by hope, is thus the meaning. So the Amer. Ap- 
pendix to R. V., as against the rendering of R. V. text. That this is the cor- 
rect view is indicated (1) by the fact that this clause is introduced as account- 
ing for our longing desire for a future completeness. We have this longing 
because we have thus far attained full salvation only in hope ; (2) by the 25th 
verse, which refers to us as having something before us not yet realized, and 
accordingly as being still within the region of hope and expectation ; (3) by the 
parallelism of ver, 23 with vv. 21, 22, which is connected with this word ; (4) 
by the fact alluded to by Meyer and others, that, while Paul represents us as 
saved by faith, he does not represent us as saved by hope. 


XCVIII. Ver. 28. roic¢ kara rpd0ecwy KAnroic. 

These words are added as confirming the statement of the earlier part of the 
verse. The purpose of God is placed at the foundation of the assurance that 
all things do, and must, work together for good to those who love Him. The 
strength of the assurance is the certainty (vv. 29, 30) that God’s purpose 
will be carried out. The persons whom He foreknew and predestinated He 
will glorify at the end. No sufferings or afflictions can prevent the result, or 
issue in final evil. The doctrine of predestination, so far as it is alluded to 
here, is not presented for its own sake, as if the Apostle would set it forth in 
detail ; it is introduced incidentally, and as subordinate to the main thought 
which is expressedin ver. 28a. It will be noticed, also, that it is introduced— 
as, indeed, it is generally by the N. T. writers who refer to it at all—at the 
point where it gives encouragement to the believer. If he believes and loves 
God he may have all hope and confidence, for his eternal life rests on the pre- 
destinating purpose. The presentation of it where it burdens the mind with 
difficulties and throws it into doubts belongs to post-apostolic times. 


XCIX. Ver. 28. mpoéyva. 


That mpoéyyw has a different meaning from xpodpicev is proved not only by 
the fact that they occur, as different words, in the same sentence, but also by 
the manifest intention of the Apostle to move on from step to step in a progress 
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from the first beginning to the final consummation. This progressive devel- 
opment of the sentence, moreover, shows that what is indicated by xpoéyrw pre- 
cedes in the order of sequence that to which zpodp. refers. Meyer maintains 
that mpoéyvw never in the N. T. means anything else than to know beforehand, 
and affirms, also, the impossibility of proving that in classic usage it ever has 
any other signification, But, whether this view is pressed to an absolute nega- 
tive or not, both common usage and the facts of vv. 29, 30 render it altogether 
probable that foreknow is the meaning here. Before the adoption of His plan 
of creation, God foreknew what persons under the circumstances and con- 
ditions involved in the plan wouldlove Him. These persons He—even by and 
with the adoption of the plan—predestinated to be conformed to the image of 
His Son. In the development of the plan He calls and justifies them, and, at 
the end, He will give them the glory of the sons of God. The successive parts 
of the fulfilment which are accomplished in the present or the future are all 
carried by the Apostle’s form of expression into the past (see the aorist tenses 
throughout), since he desired to gather them up into and centre them all in the 
eternal purpose. 


C. Vv. 33-35. ©2dc 6 dtkaov K.7.A. 


The explanation of these clauses given by Meyer, following Erasmus and 
the Greek fathers, is, as Dr. Gifford says, ‘‘the only one that fully preserves 
the simplicity, freedom, and vigor of this loftiest flight of Christian elo- 
quence.’’ Meyer's arguments for this explanation and against others are 
sufficient. Among the very recent commentators, however, Godet and Weiss 
object to this view and adopt that of Luther, Calvin, and others, mentioned in 
Meyer’s note. Godet’s objections are the following: (1) The question : who 
will condemn, cannot be the reproduction, negatively, of the question, who will 
accuse, To this may be answered : It is not such areproduction ; it is a part 
of the reply to that question. The thought, presented apart from the inter- 
rogative form, is this: If no one can condemn when God justifies, there will 
appear no accuser to bring any charge against those for whom God’s justifying 
judgment is sure. (2) A then would be indispensable in the questions, who 
shall condemn and who shall separate. But why indispensable? It might have 
been inserted, had such been the desire of the writer. But, when we consider 
the form of the sentence, ‘‘ God is the one who justifies, who is the one who 
condemns?” the insertion cannot be deemed necessary. Indeed, such an 
insertion would weaken the force of the two abruptly contrasted clauses. (3) 
The question, who shall separate, finds its answer in ver. 39: nothing shall 
separate, and hence cannot express the conclusion of what precedes. The more 
correct view of ver. 39, or of vv. 35b-39, however, is that they do not so much 
answer the question of ver. 35a, as unfold the negative which is involved in it. 
These verses add no new idea to that which ver. 35a has already suggested. (4) 
This question, who shall separate, is followed by an enumeration of the sufferings 
which are calculated to separate the believer from his Saviour, and thus we are 
prohibited from regarding this question as a conclusion. The reply to this is 
very simple. They may be “calculated,” indeed, thus to separate him ; he 
may be apprehensive that they will ; but the declaration of the Apostle is that 
they actually will not, and this is the very conclusion involved in the question, 
“who shall separate us?’ Weiss, on the other hand, calls the explanation 
unnatural, and says that it forces a meaning upon what, when taken in a 
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natural and simple way, would not suggest it. It seems difficult to understand, 
however, in what manner Paul could have expressed himself more simply and 
naturally, if he had desired to bring the two clauses into a contrasted paral 
Jelism with each other, than by writing these words, Ocd¢ 6 dixadv- Tic é 
kataxpivev ; Why, in case he wished to make the latter question parallel with ric 
éyxanécer (as Weiss holds), did he take pains to put it in a form which corre- 
sponds, not with this phrase, but with the other? The course adopted might, 
at the least, mislead the reader. Paul must have known, it would seem, that it 
probably would mislead him, 


CHAP, IX. B55 


CHAPTER IX. 


Ver. 3. The verbal order avdQeua elvac airic éyd (recommended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) receives preponderant attestation from A BD 
E F G, min., vss., and Fathers; as also from &, reading elvac before avdé. 
Erroneously attached to yiyéunv, aitoc éyd became placed before ava, (Elz.). 
—Ver. 4. ai dvafjxar] B D E F G,min., Vulg., with several Fathers, read 7 
dvabyxn, which Lachm, has adopted. An alteration, because the plural was 
understood of the Old and New Test. (Gal. iv. 24), and yet the latter could not 
be considered as a privilege of the Jews. — Ver. 11. xaxév] Lachm. and Tisch. 
read gadAov, according to A B &, min., Or. Cyr. Damasc. Rightly; the more usual 
opposite of aya6év easily intruded. — Ver. 15. The order 76 Moitcei yap is 
decidedly to be received, with Lachm. and Tisch., following BDEFG &. 
The Recepta 7. y. M. isa mechanical alteration. — Ver. 16. éAeodvtoc] A B* D HE 
F GP 8, 39, read éAedvto¢ ; so Lachm. and Tisch. But since in no other pas- 
sage of the N. T. is éAedu, the form belonging to the xouw7 (see Htym. M. 327. 30), 
to be found ; and in ver. 18 only D* F G have éAed instead of éAeei (and yet in 
both places Paul doubtless used one form) ; it is most probable that Q instead 
of OY was merely.an early copyist’s error, which, as the form -aw was actually 
in existence, became diffused, and also induced in some Codd. the alteration 
éAed in ver, 18 (so Tisch. 7). — Ver. 27.xatraAeyia] A B S* Kus, read vroAewuma 5 
so Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; see LXX. Isa. x. 22. — Ver. 28. év dicaroodvy, 
bre Adyov ovvretunuévov] is wanting in A B &*, 23*, 47*, 67**, Syr. Aeth. Erp. 
Copt. Eus. Damase. Aug. It certainly bears the suspicion of being an addition 
from the LXX. ; but its deletion, which Lachm, and Tisch. 8 have carried out, 
is precluded by the ease with which it was possible for transcribers to turn 
from ovvtéuvov at once to ovvretunuévov. — Ver. 31. The second di«asoobvng is 
wanting in A BDEG 8, 47, 67**, 140, Copt. It. Or. and several Fathers, and 
is marked with an obelus in F. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.8. But the 
omission admits of no sense accordant with the context. See the exeg. notes. 
The weight of the omitting codd. is much diminished by the counter-testimony 
of ancient vss. (including Syr. and Vulg.) and of most Greek Fathers. The 
omission itself might easily, from the frequent recurrence of the word in vy. 
30, 31, oceur through a homoeoteleuton, which led, in the first instance, to the 
disappearance of the words ei¢ vdu. dixavocbvng (they are still absgnt from 2 
min.), followed by their incomplete restoration. — Ver. 32. véuov] Wanting in 
ABFGR*, min., Copt. Vulg., and several Fathers. Rightly deleted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. A defining addition. —The ydp after xpooéxoyav, which is 
wanting in AB D* F G &* 47*, Copt. It. Vulg. ms, Goth. Ambr. Ruf. Dam. 
(and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8), is simply a connective insertion. — 
Ver. 33. rac] has preponderant evidence against it, and must, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., be struck out, An addition from x, 11, where it stands in all the 


witnesses. 
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Chap. ix.-xi.1 [See Note CI. p. 396.] On the non-participation hitherto of 
the greater part of the Jews in the Christian plan of salvation ; and specially . 
(a) the lamentation over this (ix. 1-5) ; (0) the Theodicée on its account (ix. 
6-29) ; (c) the fault thereof, which rests upon the Jews themselves (ix. 30— 
33 and x. 1-21) ; (d) the consolation in reference to this (xi. 1-32), with 
final giving glory to God (xi. 83-86). Paul could not do otherwise, he must 
still settle this great problem ; this is inevitably demanded by all that had 
gone before. For if the whole previous treatise had as its result, that only 
believers were the recipients of the promised salvation, and if nevertheless 
the Messianic promise and destination to salvation had their reference in 
the first place (comp. i. 16) to the Israelites, concerning whom, however, 
experience showed that they were for the most part wnbelieving (comp. John 
i. 11), this contradictory relation thus furnished an enigma, which Paul, with 
his warm love for his people, could least of all evade, but in the solution of 
which he had on the contrary to employ all the boldness and depth of his clear 
insight into the divine plan of redemption (Eph. iii. 4 ff.). The defence of the 
efficacy of his Gentile apostleship (Th. Schott, and in another way Mangold and 
Sabatier) is not the object of the section—that object Paul would have known 
how to meet directly—but such a defence results indirectly from it, since we 
see from the section how fully the apostle had recognized and comprehended 
his place in connection with the divine plan of salvation. The problem itself, 
the solution of which is now taken in hand by the apostle, was sufficiently 
serious and momentous to be treated with so much detail in this great and 
instructive letter to the important mixed community of the world’s capital, 
which, however, does not thereby appear to have been a Jewish-Christian 
one. 

Vy. 1-3.°} The new section is introduced without connection with the 
foregoing, but in a fervent outburst of Israelitish patriotism, the more sorrow- 
ful by contrast with the blessedness of the Christian previously extolled and 
so deeply experienced by the apostle himself. This sorrow might be deemed 
incredible, after the joyous triumph which had just been exhibited. Hence 
the extremely urgent asseveration with which he begins : truth I speak in 
Christ, that is, in my fellowship with Christ ; év X. is the element, in which 
his soul moves. Just so Eph. iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 1 ; 2 Cor. ii. 17, xii. 19, 
The explanation adopted by most of the older commentators (especially 
Joh, Capellus, Clericus, Locke), and by Nésselt, Koppe, Béhme,- Flatt, 
Reiche, Kéllmer, and others, of év in the sense of adjuration, is a perfectly 


1 On this section, see Nésselt in his Opuse. 
I. p. 141 ff.; Beck, Vers. é€. prewmatisch her- 
meneutischen Entwickel. d. neunten Kap., 
etc., Stuttg. 1833; Steudel in the Tvib. 
Zeitschr. 1836, I. p. 1 ff.; Baur, 2d. IIL. p. 59 ff.; 
Haustedt in Pelt’s Mitarbeiten, 1888, 3; 
Meyer, #d.; Hofmann, Schriftbev. I. p. 240 ff.; 
Krummacher, Dogma von der Gnadenwahl, 
Duisb. 1856, p. 142 ff. (though less for the 
purpose of strict scientific exegesis) ; Weiss, 
Prédestinationsiehre d. Ap. P.in the Jahrb. 7. 


Deutsche Theol. 1857, p.54 f.; Lamping, Paw 
de praedest. decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 127 ff.; 
Beyschlag, @. Paulin. Theodicee Rom. ix.-xi., 
1868 ; also Th. Schott and Mangold. — Ac- 
cording to Weisse’s criticism, based on 
style, the whole section, chap. ix.-xi., 
would be an interpolation ; according to the 
view on which Baur proceeds (see Introd. 
§ 3), the three chapters would be the chief 
portion of the whole epistle. 

2 On yy. 1-5, see Winzer, Progr. Lips, 1882. 
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arbitrary departure both from the manner of the apostle, who never swears 
by Christ, and also’ from Greek usage, which would have required mpéc 
with the genitive (Kithner, II. 1, p. 448 ; Ellendt, Ler. Soph. II. p. 647) ; 
and cannot at all be justified from Matt. v. 84, LXX. Jer. v. 7, Dan. xii. 7, 
Rey. x. 6, because in these passages duview expressly stands beside it. — ov 
wpebdouar] mpdrepov dé StaBeBasovrar rept dv wéAer Abyew* brep ToAAoI¢ Koc ToLeiv, 
dray péhAwot Te Aéyew Tapa Toi¢ ToAACI¢ artoTotuevov (comp. e.g. Acts xxi. 21), 
kad imép ov agddpa éavtov¢ lor memeckdtec, Chrys. Compare 1 Tim. ii. 7. Con- 
versely, Lys. iv. 12: pebderac x. obk adnOy Aéyet. — ovupapt. jor THe cvverd. pov] 
ground assigned for the ot weid.: since with me (agreeing with my express 
assurance) my conscience gives testimony. Compare ii. 15, viii. 16. — év mveby. 
dyi»] is by no means to be connected with rij¢ cvverd. wou (Grotius and sev- 
eral others, Semler, Ammon, Vater : ‘‘conscientia a Spiritu sancto guber- 
nata”), because otherwise r#¢ would not be wanting ; but either with ov 
wetdouat (Cramer, Morus, Noésselt, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Winzer, 
Reiche, K6liner, Fritzsche ; of whom, however, only Winzer and Fritzsche 
take it not as an oath, but as equivalent to a¢ éy rvebware dytw ov), or—which 
is the nearest and simplest—with cvupapr. (Beza, Béhme, Tholuck, Riick- 
ert, de Wette, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann, and others). Com- 
pare Matt. xxii. 43 ; Luke ii. 27 ; Mark xii. 36 ; 1 Cor. xii. 3. The testimony 
of his conscience, Paul knows, is not apart from the rveiyua that fills him, but 
“‘Spiritu sancto duce et moderatore” (Beza) in that rveiywa. And thus the 
negative oi? weid. receives its sacred guarantee through a concurrent testi- 
mony of the conscience év mvetpat: dyiw, as the positive aaj. Aéyo had 
received it through év Xpioré. This very appropriate symmetry dissuades 
us from joining cuupapt. yo. k.7.A. to aAg. Aéyw, 80 that ob etd. would be 
only ‘‘ thrown in between” (Hofmann). — érz Airy K.7.2.] that, ete. A comma 
only preceding. Over what is this sorrow? Over the exclusion of a great 
part of the Jews from the Messianic salvation. With tender forbearance 
Paul does not express this, but leaves it to be gathered by the reader from 
what follows, in which he immediately, by yap, assigns the ground for the 
greatness and continuance of his sorrow. — niyéuyv] L would wish, namely, 
if the purport of the wish could be realized to the advantage of the Israel- 
ites. Comp. on Gal. iv. 20, where also no dy is annexed. But van Hengel 
takes it of a wish which had actually arisen in the mind of Paul amidst 
his continual sorrowfulness. So also Hofmann: the wish had entered 
his mind, though but momentarily. But a thing so incapable of being ful- 
filled he can scarce have actually wished ; he would only wish it, 7f it were 
capable of being fulfilled ; this is expressed by wi yéuyv, and that without dv, 
as a definite assurance ; comp. on Acts xxv. 22; Gal. iv. 20; Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 187 [B. T. 217] ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 178. On the wish itself, 
comp. Ex. xxxii. 32.—avd@eua] or, in the Attic form, avd67na,'in Greek 
writers (also Luke xxi. 5; 2 Macc. ii. 18, e al.) a votive offering, corre- 
sponds frequently in the LXX. to the Hebrew DJJ, and means something 
devoted to God without redemption (Lev. xxvii. 28) ; then—in so far as such 


1 Lobeck, ad Phryn. pp. 249, 445, and Paralip. p. 391 ff. 
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a thing was devoted to the divine wrath, and destined to destruction (see 
Ewald, Alterth. p. 101 ff.)—something abandoned to destruction; a ecwrse- 
offering. Sointhe N. T. See Gal. i. 8, 9, 1 Cor. xii, 8, xvi. 22, which 
passages at the same time prove that the (later) special sense of DN, as 
denoting the Jewish curse of excommunication, is not to be here introduced. 
The destruction, to which Paul would fain yield himself on behalf of his 
brethren, is not to be understood of a violent death (Jerome, Limborch, 
Elsner, and others, also Michaelis, Nésselt, Flatt), but, as azd r. X. renders 
necessary, of the everlasting anxérea. It has been objected that the wish 
must thus be irrational (Michaelis : ‘‘a frantic prayer’’) ; but the standard of 
selfish reflection is not suited to the emotion of unmeasured devotedness 
and love out of which the apostle speaks. Groundlessly, and contrary to 
Paul’s usage elsewhere, Hofmann weakens the positive notion of the ex- 
pression into the negative one of the being excluded from Christ. This ele- 
ment is implied in azd rov X. as the specific accompanying relation of the 
avdbeua. Bengel well remarks that the modulus ratiocinationum nostrarum 
as little comprehends the love of the apostle, as does a little boy the animos 
heroum bellicorum. — airo¢ éyo] belonging to eiva by attraction (Kiihner, I. 
2, p- 596) : I myself, [, as far as my own person is concerned. Comp. on vii. 
25. Paul sees those who belong to the fellowship of his people advancing 
to ruin through their unbelief ; therefore he would fain wish that he himself 
were a curse-offering, if by means of this sacrifice of his own self he could 
only save the beloved brethren. The contrast, with reference to which airéc 
éy@ is here conceived, lies therefore in irép roy ade2¢. wor, Whose unhappy 
state appears already in vy. 1, 2 so sad in the eyes of the apostle ; not in 
the duty of the apostle’s calling (Th. Schott) ; and least of all in a ‘‘nescio 
quis alius” (Fritzsche). Theodoret and Theophylact (comp. Chrysostom) 
refer back to vill. 39 (J myself, whom nevertheless nothing can separate, 
etc.) ; but this lies too far off. Van Hengel (after Krehl) : ‘‘Ipse ego, gui 
me in Christi communione esse divi.” But év X. in the previous instance was 
merely an accessory definition. —azd rov X.] away from Christ, separated 
from Him. ‘Comp. 2 Thess: i. 9 ;“Gal.‘v.. 43-2 Cor. v. 6,33. 3: Ley. 
xxvii. 29 ; and see generally, Niigelsbach on JJias, p. 188, ed. 8 ; Ameis on 
Hom. Od. Anh. &, 525 ; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 277 [E. T. 822]. Christ is not 
conceived as author of the ava0. (Nésselt, Morus, Flatt, and others) ; for axd 
(comp. Lev. xxvii. 29) does not stand for ixé, which latter D E G actually 
read in consequence of this erroneous view. — ixép trav ddeAd. pod] trép is 
here also not instead of (Riickert, Tholuck, Olshausen, and many others), but 
Jor the advantage of, for their deliverance. Grotius aptly paraphrases : ‘‘ Si 
ea ratione illos ad justitiam veram et ad aeternam salutem possem per- 
ducere.” — xara o.] subjoined, without the connective of the article, as a 
familiar accessory definition, which blends with the principal word into a 
single notion. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 18; Eph. ii. 11, vi. 5. Moreover, there 
lies in the addition.r. ovyy. wu. «. c. already something conveying with it the 
wish of love, and that from the natural side ; the theocratic grounds for it 
follow, ver. 4 ff. 


Ver. 4. Oirweg «.7.4.] guippe qui, who indeed ; a description—assigning the 
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motive for what is said in ver. 8—of the ddeAgdv ward . . . odpka according 
to their theocratic privileges, and first of all by significant designation ac- 
cording to their ancient and hallowed (Gen. xxxii. 28, xi. 1 ; 2 Cor. xi. 21 
f. ; Phil. ii. 5 ; John i. 48) national name ’IcpayAiraz. To the latter are 
then attached the relative definitions, which are threefold (év... dv... && 
ov) ; the first of them embraces siv particulars connected by «ai,—purely 
sacred-historical divine benefactions. —7 viofecia] the adoption. They are 
those adopted by God into the place of children, which must of course be 
understood, not in the Christian (chap. viii.) but in the old theocratic sense, 
of their adoption, in contradistinction to all Gentile peoples, to be the people 
of God, whose Father is God. Comp. Ex. iv. 22 ff., xix. 5; Deut. xiv. 1, 
xxxil. 6; Hos. xi. 1, et al. In the viofecia of the N. T. (see on viii. 15), the 
specific essence of which is the reconciliation obtained for Christ’s sake, 
there has appeared the antitype and the completion of that of the O. T, — 
kat 7 06£a] The jivefold cai lends an emphatic weight to the enumeration. 7 
06a is the glory kar’ éoyqv, te. IT N22 (Hx. xxiv. 16, xl. 84, 35 ; 1 Kings 
vill. 10, 11 ; Ezek. i. 28 ; Heb. ix. 5), the symbolically visible essential com- 
munion of God, as it was manifested in the wilderness as a pillar of cloud 
and fire, and over the ark of the covenant ; the same as 12°2W, of which the 
Rabbins maintained (erroneously, according to Lev. xvi. 2) that it had hov- 
ered as a cloud of light continually over the ark of the covenant. See 
Ewald, ad Apoc. p. 311. But 7 dé&a is not the ark of the covenant itself 
(Beza, Piscator, Hammond, Grotius), for in 1 Sam. iv. 22 the ark of the 
covenant is not called ‘‘the glory of Israel,” but this is only predicated of it. 
Others understand the whole glory of the Jewish people in general (De Dieu, 
Calovius, Estius, Semler, Morus, Boéhme, Benecke, Kdllner, Gléckler, 
Fritzsche, Beck). Incorrectly, since it is merely individual privileges that 
are set forth. — ai diana] not the tables of the law (Beza, Piscator, Pareus, 
Toletus, Balduin, Grotius, Semler, Rosenmiiller), which it cannot denote: 
either in itself or on account of the following voyuof.; nor yet the O. and 
N.T. (Augustine, Jerome, Calovius, and Wolf, in accordance with Gal. iy. 
24), which would be entirely unsuitable in respect of the N. T. ; but the 
covenants concluded by God with the patriarchs since Abraham. Compare 
Wisd. xviii. 22 ; Ecclus. xliv. 11; 2 Macc. viii. 15; Eph. ii. 12. —7 voyo- 
eoia| The (Sinaitic) giving of the law. This is ‘una et semel habita per 
Mosen ;” but the ‘‘testamenta frequenter statuta sunt,” Origen. There is no. 
ground for taking it, with others (including Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche), 
not of the act, but of the contents, like véuoe (why should not Paul have 
written this ?). Certainly, he who has the vouofecia has also the vduoe ; but 
on that account the two significations are to be kept distinct even in places 
like 2 Macc. vi. 23. The giving of the law was a work (comp. Plat. Legg. 
vi. p. 751 B: peyddov tic vopobectac Epyov bytoc), by which God, who Himself 
was the voyobérnc, had distinguished the Israelites over all other peoples. — 
% Aarpsia] the cultus kar’ éEoxhv, the service of Jehovah in the temple. Comp. 
Heb. ix. 1. It corresponds to the voyo., in consequence of which the Aarpeia 
came into existence ; just as the following ai érayyediae (kar éEoyqv, the col- 
lective Messianic promises) is correlative to the ai dcabjxar, on which the érayy. 
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were founded. The chiasmus in this order of sequence (comp. Bengel) is not 
accidental ; but ai érayyedia is intentionally put at the end, in order that 
now, after mention of the fathers, to whom in the first instance the promises 
were given, the Promised one Himself may follow. 

Ver. 5.! Now, after that first relative sentence with its six theocratic dis- 
tinctions, two other relative clauses introduce the mutually correlative per- 
sons, on whom the sacred-historical calling of Israel was based and was to 
reach its accomplishment. — oi rarépec] Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who 
are per excellentiam the patriarchs, Ex. iii. 18, 15, iv. 5; Acts iii. 18, vii. 
32. —xal 2& dv «.7.4.] The last and highest distinction of the Israelites : 
and from whom Christ descends, namely, according to the human phenomenal 
nature, as a human phenomenon, apart from the spiritually-divine side of His 
personality, according to which He is not from the Jews, but (as vid¢ Oecd 
Regarded in the light of His 
supernatural generation, He would be also xara odpxa of God. Comp. Clem. 
Oor. I. 82: & avtoi 6 Kipioc ’Incot¢e Td Kata cadpxa. On the article ré k. c., 
see Heind. ad Gorg. p. 228 ; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 84 [E. T. 95 f.]. The xa? 
before é& dv forbids the reference of the latter to oi rarépec. — 6 dv Ent rar- 
tov Oed¢ eddoy. ei¢ T.”aidvac] This passage, which has become of dogmatic 
importance, has received two different leading interpretations, by the side 
of which yet a third way, namely, by taking to pieces the relative sentence, 
came to be suggested. (1) The words are referred (placing a comma after 
aapxa) to Christ, who is God over all, blessed for ever.? So, substantially, Ire- 
naeus (Haer. iii. 16. 8), Tertullian (adv. Prax. § 18, p. 2101, ed. Seml.), 
Origen, Cyprian, Epiphanius, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, Augustine, Jerome, Theodoret, and later Fathers ; Luther, Eras- 
mus, Paraphr., Flacius, Calvin, Beza, and most of the older expositors ; and 
of the later, Michaelis, Koppe, Tholuck, Flatt, Klee, Usteri, Benecke, Ols- 
hausen, Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Beck, Philippi, Bisping, Gess, Krum- 
macher, Jatho, Hahn, Thomasius, Ebrard, Ritschl, Hofmann, Weiss, 62d. 
Theol. p. 306, Delitzsch, and others ; in a peculiar fashion also, Herm. 
‘Schultz (see below) ; de Wette is undecided. (2) The words are regarded 
(placing a period after odpxa, as do Lachm, and Tisch.) as a dovology to God, 
isolated from the foregoing : ‘‘ Blessed for ever be the God who is over all.” 
‘So none of the Fathers (as to those erroneously adduced by Wetstein, see 
‘Fritzsche, p. 262 ff.°), at least not expressly ; but Erasmus in his Annot., 


Kata mvevua dywwobrac, 1. 4) 18 éx Tov Oeod. 


1See on ver. 5, Herm. Schultz, in the 
Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 462 ff., 
where also a list of the earlier literature is 
given; Grimm, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 


mavtwv, that Christ is designated as natu- 
raliter Deus. 

3 Yet the non-reference to Christ is in- 
directly implied in Ignatius, Zars. inter- 


1869, p. 811 ff. Among the English oppo- 
‘nents of the Unitarians there is to be es- 
pecially noted, in defence of the orthodox 
explanation, Smith, Scripture Testimony to 
the Messiah, 1847; ed. 4, II. p. 870 ff. 

2 So also the Catech. Racov. 159f. But, in 
‘its view, since there are not two Gods, 
“qui natura sit Deus” cannot be under- 
stood. Conversely, Flacius infers from émi 


Pol. 5 (ovK adrds eoriy 6 emt mavTwY Oeds k.7.A.), 
and Phil. interpol. 7. Thereference to God 
is also found in a fragment ascribed to Diod- 
orus, in Cramer, Caten. p. 162, where it is 
said: ef avrav dyow o Xpiords. Oeds dé ov 
Movov avTOv, GAAA KO] el TavTwY eaTL eds, 
In the Arian controversies our passage was 
not made use of. But at a later period it 
was triumphantly made available against 
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Wetstein, Semler, Stolz, and several others, and recently Reiche, Kéllner, 
Winzer, Fritzsche, Gléckler, Schrader, Krehl, Ewald, van Hengel, and, 
though not fully decided, Riickert.!| Now the decision, which of the two 
leading interpretations fits the meaning of the apostle, cannot be arrived at 
from the language used,” since, so far as the words go, both may be equally 
correct [See Note CII. p. 396.] ; nor yet from the immediate connection, 
since with equal reason Paul might (by no means : must, against which is 
the analogy of ver. 3 ; and the divine in Christ did not belong here, as in i. 
3, necessarily to the connection) feel himself induced to set over-against the 
human side of the being of Jesus its divine side (as ini. 3), or might be de- 
termined by the recital of the distinctions of his nation to devote a doxology 
to God, the Author of these privileges, who therefore was not responsible 
for the deeply-lamented unbelief of the Jews ; just as he elsewhere, in pe- 
culiar excited states of piety, introduces a giving glory to God (i. 25 ; 2 
Cor. xi. 31 ; Gal. i. 5; comp. 1 Tim. i. 17). Observe, rather, with a view 
to a decision, the following considerations : Although our passage, referred 
to Christ, would term Him not 6 Oedc, but (who is God over all) only @eé¢ pre- 
dicatively (without the article), and although Paul, by virtue of his essential 
agreement in substance with the Christology of John; might have affirmed, 
just as appropriately as the latter (i. 1), the predicative Oed¢ (of divine essence) 
of Christ, because Christ is also in Paul’s view the Son of God in a meta- 
physical sense, the image of God, of like essence with the Father, the agent 
in creation and preservation, the partaker in the divine government of the 
world, the judge of all, the object of prayerful invocation, the possessor of 
divine glory and fulness of grace (i. 4, x. 12; Phil. ii. 6; Col. i. 15 ff., ii. 
9; Eph. i. 20 ff..; 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4, viii. 9) ; yet Paul has never * 


placed after odpxa. Such prepositional 
definitions with the accusative of the ar- 
ticle ré or ra (see also Kiihner, II. 1, p. 272) 


the Arians. Thus Oecumenius, @.g. ex- 
claims: évtai0a Aaumpotata Bedy Tov Xprorov 


dvoudger 6 amdaTtoAos’ aigxyvvOnte tprodOdve 


*Apete, akovwy mapa IavAou SofoAoyovmevov Tov 
Xpuorov @cdv adybrvdy ! Comp. Theophylact ; 
also Proclus, de fide, p. 53, who says gener- 
ally of our passage : mape(odvow ovKopartias 
amooretxiger Tots pidodAordopors. In Cyril of 
Alexandria this passage is insisted on in 
opposition to the assertion of Julian, that 
only John calls Christ God; whilst the 
mpaxtixa Of the Synod of Ephesus make no 
reference to it, which is, however, care- 
fully done in the Synod of Antioch. See 
the passages in question in Tisch. 8, who 
also observes that, among the codd. C. L. 5, 
47, place a full stop after cdpxa, 

1 See also Baur, II. p. 231; Zeller, in the 
Theol. Jahrb. 1842, p. 51; Rabiger, Christol. 
Paul. p. 26 f.; Beyschlag, Christol. p. 210. 

2As van Hengel has attempted, who 
starts from the idea that the contrast to be 
thought of in 7d xara cépxa (according to 
him: “‘non quatenus spiritus diyvini parti- 
ceps erat’) excludes a wider antithesis, and 
therefore a point must necessarily be 


certainly denote a complete contrast, 
which is either expressly stated (as ¢.g. Xen. 
Cyr. v. 4. 11, vdv ro pév én’ emoi olxopat, Td 8 
émi got céowopmar: Plat. Min. p. 820C; Rom. 
xii. 5, ro 6é xa’ els), or may be self-evident 
from the context, as i. 15, xii. 18, and very 
frequently in the classics. The latter would, 
however, be the case in our passage ac- 
cording to the ancient ecclesiastical expo- 
sition, inasmuch as the contrast obviously 
implied in 76 cata capxea would permit us 
mentally to supply a 76 kara mvedua as sug- 
gesting itself after o #v. That self-evident 
negative antithesis: non quoad spiritum, 
would thus have in 6 ®v émi mavrwy OcdsK,7.A, 
its positive elucidation. 

3 Not even in 2 Thess. i. 12 (in opposition 
to Hofmann’s invention), or in Eph. v. 5. 
As regards the Pastoral Epistles, if they 
actually denominated Christ @eds, this 
would be one of the signs of a post-apos- 
tolic epoch. But not once do they do this. 
The most specious passage is still Tit. ii, 13, 
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used the express Oed¢ of Christ, since he has not adopted, like John, the 
Alexandrian form of conceiving and setting forth the divine essence of 
Christ, but has adhered to the popular concrete, strictly monotheistic termin- 
ology, not modified by philosophical speculation even for the designation of 
Christ ; and he always accurately distinguishes God and Christ ; see, in 
opposition to such obscure and erroneous intermingling of ideas, Rich. 
Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 149 ff. John himself calls the divine nature 
of Christ @eé¢ only in the introduction of his Gospel, and only in the closest 
connection with the Logos-speculation. And thus there runs through the 
whole N. T. a delicate line of separation between the Father and the Son ; 
so that, although the divine essence and glory of the latter is glorified with 
the loftiest predicates in manifold ways, nevertheless it is only the Father, 
to whom the Son is throughout subordinated, and never Christ, who is act- 
ually called God by the apostles (with the exception of Johni. 1, and the 
exclamation of Thomas, John xx. 28)—not evenin 1 Johnv. 20. Paul, 
particularly, even where he accumulates and strains to the utmost expressions 
concerning the Godlike nature of the exalted Christ (as Phil. ii. 6 ff. ; Col. 
i, 15 ff., ii. 9), does not call Him Oedc, but sharply and clearly distinguishes 
Him as the xtpioc from Oeéc, even in x. 9, 1 Cor. xii. 3 (in opposition to 
Ritschl, Altkath. K. p. '79 f.). The post-apostolical period (and not at all 2 
Pet. i. 1, see Huther) first obliterated this fine line of separation, and often 
denominated Christ O¢dc, 6 Gzd¢ 7uov, and the like. So, e.g., already several 
of the Ignatian epistles in the shorter recension (not those ad Magnes., ad 
Philadelph., ad Trall., not even chap. vii.) and the so-called second epistle— 
not the first —of Clement, nor the epistle of Polycarp. In the closest inter- 
nal connection herewith stands the fact, that in the properly apostolical writ- 
ings (2 Pet. iii. 18 does not belong to them, nor does Heb. xiii. 21) we never 
meet with a doxology to Christ in the form which is usual with doxologies,to 
God (not even in 1 Pet. iv. 11) ; therefore, in this respect also, the present pas- 
sage would stand to the apostolic type in the relation of a complete anomaly.? 
Besides the insuperable difficulty would be introduced, that here Christ would 
be called not merely and simply 9edc, but even God over all, and consequently 
would be designated as Oed¢ tavtoxpdrwp, which is absolutely incompatible 
with the entire view of the N. T. as to the dependence of the Son on the 
Father (see Gess, 0. d. Pers. Chr. p. 157 ff. ; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 457 ff.), - 
and especially with passages like viii. 34 (évrvyydver), 1 Cor. iii. 23, viii. 6, 
xi. 8, Eph. iv. 5, 6, and notably 1 Cor. xv. 28. Accordingly, the doxology 
of our passage cannot be referred to Christ, but must be referred to God ; 


respecting which, howeyer, Huther is in the (i.e, Tod @eod), Where we are not to correct 


right, and Philippi, Glawbenslehr. Il. p. 208, 
ed. 2, is incorrect. In 1 Tim. iii, 16, ds is to 
be read, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; on Tit. i. 4 
even Philippi desires to lay no particular 
stress ; it has, in fact, no bearing whatever on 
our passage, any more than Col. ii. 2 (see 
in loc.). 

‘There certainly occurs at chap. ii. in 
Clement, the expression ra maQjjuara adrod 


it into paéjpara, with Hilgenfeld. This ex- 
pression, however, is fully explained, with- 
out Christ being named @eés, from the 
Pauline view: @cdsiv ev Xpict@ Kocmov 
kata\Adoowr éavTa, 2 Cor. v. 19. 

2 The doxology in xvi. 27 does not refer 
to Christ. 2 Tim. iy. 18 certainly refers to 
Christ ; but this is just one of the traces of 
post-apostolic composition. 
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although Philippi continues of opinion that the former reference has all in its 
favor and nothing against it. On the other hand, Tholuck (see also Schmid, bid/. 
Theol. I. p. 540, ed. 2) does more justice to the objections against the old 
ecclesiastical interpretation, which Messner also, Lehre d. Ap. p. 236 f., prefers, 
but only with a certain diffidence ; whilst Herm. Schultz (comp. Socinus, in 
Calovius, p. 153) comes ultimately to a lower acceptation of the notion of Oe6c, 
which is meant not metaphysically, but only designates the fulness of power 
committed toChrist for behoof of His work, and excludes neither dependence and 
coming into being, nor beginning and end. Against the latter suggestion it 
may be decisively urged, that thus characteristics are attached to the notion 
®edc, which, compared with the current Pauline mode of expression, directly 
annul it, and make it interchangeable with kipcoc, as Paul uses it of Christ 
(Eph. iv. 5, 6; Phil. ii. 11 ; 1 Cor. viii. 6, and many other passages). Sce, 
in opposition to it, also Grimm. If we suppose the quite singular case here 
to occur, that Paul names Christ God, yea God over all, we need not shrink 
from recognizing, with the orthodox interpreters, an expression of the fact 
that Christ is not nuneupative, but naturaliter God (Flacius, Clav. I. p. 187). 
(3) Another way, that of taking to pieces the relative clause, was suggested 
by Erasmus, who proposed to place the point (as in Cod. 71) after révrwv 
(in which Locke, Clark, Justi, Ammon, Stolz, Grimm, /.c., and in de Johann. 
Ohristol. indole Paulinae compar. p. 75 f£., Baumgarten-Crusius, Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 200 ff., and Miircker follow him), so that qui est super 
omnia (or omnes) refers to Christ (comp. Acts x. 36), and then the doxology 
to God follows. But how intolerably abrupt is this !—not merely the brief 
description given of Christ, but also the doxology itself, which with 6 dv én 
mavrwv loses its natural connection with the preceding. Again, with this 
separation would disappear the motive for Paul’s not having put ebAoy. in the 
Jirst place, as usually (comp. 2 Cor. i. 3; Eph. i. 3 ; also the doxologies in 
the LXX). This motive is, namely, the emphasis which Oed¢ obtains by the 
characteristic description 6 dv éri ravtwv (the God who is over all).’ Still more 
disjointed and halting the language becomes through the punctuation of 
Morus (who, however, concurs in referring the whole to Christ): 6 dv éni 
rdvtwv, O8dc, evAoy. ei¢ r. ai.2 Why Reiche, whom Krehl and van Hengel 
have followed, although rightly referring the whole to God, has adopted this 
punctuation (He who is over all, God, be praised for ever), we cannot perceive ; 


from the result, that Paul hasnamed Christ 
6 dy émi ravtwv @eds. This artificial abate- 
ment is thus brought out by Hofmann: he 


1 With emphasis, too, in the LXX. Ps. 
lxvili. 20, ck¥puos 0 eds appears to be prefixed 
to evAoy. Yet the translator must have had 


B 3 twice in the original text. 

2 Otherwise Hofmann (comp. his Schrift 
bew. I. p. 144; also Kahnis, Dogmat. I. p. 453 
f.): Paul predicates 60 ®y émi ravtwv of 
Christ, and then causes @eds evAoy, eis T. 
aiay. to follow as a second predicate. But if 
we once believe that the sentence must be 
referred to Christ, it is in any case far more 
in keeping with the emotional flow of the 
language to leaye the whole unbroken, 
without making an artificial abatement 


takes éxt révrwy as in contradistinction to 
éé Sv, and @eds as in contradistinction to 
xara cdpka, after which arbitrary analysis 
the twofold antithetic sequence of thought 
is supposed to be: “* He who supremely rules 
over all has come forth out of this people, and, 
in respect of the self-transmitting human cor- 
poreal nature, there has come forth out of this 
people He whois God.” As though Paul had 
written: é& Sy 6 Xpicris 6 emt ravtwy TO KaTa 
oapKa, 6 dv Oeds evAoyyTds els T. aldvas, GESs. 
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6 dv él rdvtov Oedc, taken independently, forms in fact, according to a 
quite customary manner of expression, one phrase, so that Oed¢ is not with- 
out the article. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 7; Kiihner, II. § 464, 8, ¢. Finally, 
Grotius (not also Schoettgen, as Schultz states) would consider Geéc as not 
genuine, and would refer 6 dv éxi x. ev. to Christ, to whom “‘laus et honor 
debetur supra omnes, i.e. etiam supra Abrah., Isaac. et Jacob.” But that 
Oeé¢ is not wanting in the Peshito, as Grotius maintains, is decisively settled 
(see Koppe), and the witnesses who actually omit it (edd. of Cyprian, and 
Hilary, Leo once, Ephraem) are much too weak and doubtful ; see Bengel, 
Appar. crit. in loc. Quite arbitrary is the conjecture of Sam. Crell (Arte- 
monius) : dv 6 éxt «.7.2.— éxl xavtov] neuter, The limitation which takes 
it as masc. (Syr., Beza, Grotius, Socinus, Justi, Hofmann, and others), in 
which case it is by some held to apply to men generally, by others to the 
patriarchs,’ must have been presented by the context ; but it is not at all 
suggested by anything, not even in the reference of the sense, which 
Fritzsche introduces : ‘‘qui omnibus hominibus prospicit Deus, ut male 
credas Judaeos ab eo destitutos esse, etc.’ —éxi indicates the relation of the 
rule over all things.? God is the ravroxparwp, 2 Cor. vi. 18 ; often in the 
Apocalypse, 6 pévog duvdotng 6 BacAetc tév Bacidevdvrwv x.t.A., 1 Tim. 
vi. 15, 16. 

Vy. 6-13. First part of the Theodicée: God's promise, however, has not be- 
come untrue through the exclusion of a part of the Israelites ; for it applies only 
to the true Israelites, who are such according to the promise, which is confirmed 
from Scripture. 

Ver. 6. Having in vv. 4, 5 adduced the great divine prerogatives of his 
people, and given honour to God for them, as his Israelitish sympathies 
impelled him to do,* his thought now recurs to that utterance of grief in 
vv. 2, 8, over-against which (dé) he now proposes to justify the God of his 
people. [See Note CIII. p. 399.] Quite unnecessarily Lachmann has put 
vv. 8-5 in a parenthesis. — oby olov dé, rc] does not mean : but it is not possi- 
ble that (Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Homberg, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Morus, 
Boéhme, Rosenmiiller, Benecke, Ewald) ; for in that case érz would not be 
allowable, but the infinitive must follow (Matthiae, § 479 ; Kriiger, § 55. 3. 
1) ; moreover as Calvin has rightly observed, oiév re would be found, at least 
according to the invariable usage (4 Macc. iv. 7; Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 8, vii. 
7. 22 ; and Bornemann, in loc. ; de Rep. Ath. ii. 2; Mem. iv. 6. 7; Thue. 
vil. 42, 3; Soph. Pad. 913; O..C. 1420; Ast. Lew. Plat. Il. p. 425), 
instead of which scarcely an uncertain example (as Gorgias, pro Palam, in 
Wetstein) is forthcoming of the simple olov without 7é, whilst the masculine 
olé¢ eiue (without ré) is frequent (see Schémann, ad Js. p. 465 ; Weber, Dem. 
Aristocr. p. 469 ; Kithner, IT. 2, p. 702. 580). It is rather to be explained 
by the very current usage in later Greek (Lennep. ad Phalar. p. 258 ; 


1 Van Hengel assumes that the Jsraelites 3 And yet Hofmann terms the words 6 av 
and patriarchs and Ohrist are intended. én TavTwv Oeds x.7.A., taken as a doxology, 

2See Lobeck, ad Herodian. p. 474, ad an uncalled-for, and aimless, insufferable in- 
Phryn. pp. 164, 174; Bahr, ad Plut. Alc, p. terruption. Psychologically, a very unjust 
162, judgment. 
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Fritzsche on our passage) of oy olov with a,following finite tense ; (e.g. oby 
viov dpyiSoua: in Phryn. p, 372, and the passages from Polybius in Schweig- 
hiuser, p. 403). According to this usage, the attracted oiov is not to be re- 
solved, with Hermann; ad Viger. p. 790, into roiov oiov, because the following 
verb does not suit this, but with Fritzsche into rocovrov bre : the matter ds not 
of such a nature, that. But since Paul has here expressed 67, he cannot have 
conceived it as contained in oiov : in reality he has fallen into a mixing up of 
two kindred modes of expression—namely, of ody oiov with a finite tense, 
and oby bri, @.e. oby épd bri.+ Without this intermingling he would have 
written obyx olov dé éxxéxtoxev ; but consequent on this intermingling he wrote 
obx olov dé, bre éxx., Which accordingly may be analyzed thus : ob roiov dé 
Aéyo. oiov bri, I do not speak of a thing of such hind, as (that is) that. So also 
substantially Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 319 [E. T. 372 f.], and previously, by 
way of suggestion, Beza. The deviation from Greek usage into which Paul 
has fallen renders also necessary this solution, which deviates? from the 
analysis of the Greek oiy oiov dé éxxéxr. (without érz) ; and we have here, 
amongst the many solecisms falsely ascribed to the apostle, a real one. Ob- 
serve, moreover, the strength of the negation implied in ovy oiov ; for this 
affirms that the lament of the apostle was to be somethiag quite other than a 
lament over the frustration of the divine word. According to Hofmann, 
nv xounv 1s to be again supplied to ovy olov, and érc to be taken as because,® so 
that thus Paul would deny that he had for that wish the grownd which is 
named is érz éxréxtoxev «.7.A. This is—independently of the arbitrariness of 
the insertion of 7by6unv—incorrect, just because the thought that this yi younv 
could have had that grownd would be an absurd thought ; for it would sup- 
pose a fact, which is inconceivable as a motive of the wish. — éxrérrtuxev] has 
Fallen out of its position, i.e. fallen through, become unavailing, without re- 
sult.* So dvaxixrecv, Josh. xxi. 45 ; Judith vi. 9; and cimrew, Josh. xxiii. 
14 ; both in use also among the Greeks; comp. é«Bd2Aecfa, Dissen, ad 
Pind. Nem. xi. 30. The opposite is pévew, ver. 11. Comp. also 1 Cor. xiii. 
8. — 6 Adyog r. Ocov] namely, not the Dei edictwm (ver. 28) as to the bestowal 
of blessing only on the election of the Israelites, as Fritzsche, anticipating, 
would have it, but generally the promise given by God to the Israelites, by 
which the assurance of the Messianic salvation is obviously intended. This 
sense the context yields generally, and especially by é& ov 6 Xpiordg 70 k. o., 
ver. 5, without our having exactly to think of Gen. xii. 3, where the promise 
is to Abraham (Th. Schott). —-ob yap mwavteg x.7.4.] for not all who spring 
from Israel, not all viot Iopaga (ver. 27), are Israelites (Isracl’s children, ac- 
cording to the divine idea), so as to be all destined to receive the salvation 
promised to the Israelites. Comp. Gal. iv. 29, vi. 16. The jirst ’Iopayr is 


1 See Tyrwhitt, ad Arist. Poet. p. 128; Hengel proposes to resolve the expression 
Hartung, Partikell. IL. p. 153 f.; Kiihner, Ul. — thus: rovdySe Aéywv, otov TOUTS €gTLY, OV A€yw 
2, p. 800 f. ore. : 

2 Fritzsche prefers to assume a constructio 3 Comp. also Erasmus, Castalio, Reith- 
mpos To oypatvduevoy, so that Paul has  mayr. 
written 67. because in ovdx olov Sé lies the 4 See Plut. 7%b. Gracch. 21; Ael. V. H. iv. 


essential meaning : sed mudtwm abest.—Van 1; Kypke, II. p. 173 if, 


366 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


the name of the patriarch ; the second, instead of which the old reading 
’Iopandira: (D. Chrys.) contains a correct gloss, is the name of his people (xi. 
2, 7, 26, al.). Mistaking the subtle emphatic character of this mode of ex- 
pression, Hofmann, in spite of the clear oi é, takes the first ’Iop. also as a 
name of the people, so that the sense would be : the wnity of the people is 
something other than the swm of its members. To oi é&’Icp. corresponds 
onépua ’ABp., ver. 7. 

Ver. 7. Nor yet, because they are descendants of Abraham, are they all (his) 
children.—Before ov’ a colon only is correct, because the discourse proceeds 
continuously, annexing denial to denial. — ici] The subject is that of the 
previous clause, oi é& "Iopafa. The réxva of Abraham, as significantly con- 
trasted with the mere bodily descendants (crépyua), are those destined by 
God to receive the promised salvation. Comp. Matt. ii. 9; John viii. 33, 
39; Justin, c. Tryph. 44. That it is not God’s children that are to be 
understood (although they are such), as, after Theodoret and several others, 
Glécker afresh takes it, is manifest from the foregoing parallel oiroz ’IapayA, 
and from the fact that it is not till afterwards that réxva r. Oeov are spoken 
of.—Wrongly, but in consequence of his erroneous understanding of the 
érz, ver. 6, Hofmann regards oid’ br eiol ox. ’ABp. as the negation of a 
second ground of the yivyduny, so that then a new sentence begins with 
mavtec téxva. This view the obvious correlation of oid’ . . . rékva with the 
preceding ob ydp mdvrec x.7.A. should have precluded. — After 422’ we are 
not to supply yéyparra: or ottwe éppé6y, Which would be quite arbitrary ; but 
the saying in Gen. xxi. 12, which is well known to the reader as a saying of 
God, is subjoined unaltered and immediately (comp. Gal. iii. 11, 12 ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 27) without a kabd¢ yéyparra (xv. 3 ; 1 Cor. i. 31) or the like being 
introduced, or the second person being altered into the third ; simply be- 
cause it is taken for granted that the saying is one well known. — év "Ic. Kano. 
cot orépya] closely after the LXX., which renders the original literally. In 
the original text we read )W 1? NIP? PH¥2: through Isaac posterity 
shall be named to thee, i.e. through Isaac i will come to pass to thee, that 
posterity of thine shall have the status and the name of the orépua’ Ap. 
(comp. Heb. xi. 18) ; the descendants of Isaac (consequently not the Ish- 
maelites) shall be recognized as thy posterity (and therewith as the heirs of 
the divine promise).* But the apostle has otherwise apprehended the sense of 
the passage according to its typical reference ; for it is evident from the rela- 
tion of ver. 9 to ver. 8, that he limited that saying to the person of Isaac him- 
self, who (not Ishmael) was the promised child of Abraham, and thus repre- 
sented in himself the character of the true posterity of Abraham accounted 
as such by God. Hence, in the sense of the apostle: ‘In the person of Isaac 
will a descendant be named to thee ;” i.e., Isaac will be he, in whose person 
the notion ‘‘ descendant of Abraham ” shall be represented and recognized, 


1 According to Hofmann, the sense is: quire pis? Dw3, and in the Greek 7} 
“The race, whose ancestor Abraham is  dvouare (Isa. xliii. 7) or (xviii. 1) émt to 
assumed to be, shall bear Isaac’s name,” dvomare load, 

This sense would, instead of phy?a, re- 
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Paul finds in this divine declaration the idea enunciated (ver. 8), that not 
on bodily descent (which was also the case with Ishmael), but on divine 
promise (which was the case with Isaac, ver. 9), the true sonship of 
Abraham is founded. . Usually (not by Philippi and Ewald, who concur 
with our view) the passage is understood, conformably to the historical 
sense of the original, not of the person of Isaac, but of his posterity ; which, 
because Isaac himself was the son of promise, represents the true descend- 
ants of Abraham according to the promise. But to this posterity all 
Israelites certainly belonged, and it would therefore be inappropriate to set 
them down, by virtue of their extraction from Isaac, as the type of the true 
sonship of Abraham, when the very claim to that sonship, resting upon 
bodily descent, is to be withdrawn from them. The person of Isaac himself, 
as contrasted with Ishmael, was this type,which was thereupon repeated 
_in Jacob, as contrasted with Esau (in their persons), vv. 10-13. Chry- 
sostom aptly indicates the reference to Isaac himself: dvd yap todo elrev- 
éy "Io. KA. o. o7., twa pdbne, ott of TH TpdTw TobTw yevrveuevoe TG KaTEa TOV 
‘Toadk, ovtot uaddord cio 70 orépua Tov ’ABpadu Toc otv 6’Loadk éyerrfOn ; 
ov kaTd vépov gbaewc, ovds Kata divamey capKdc, GAAG Kata DbvapLY 
émayyedriac. —kAndjoera| nominabitur.’ The opinion of Reiche, that xa. 
denotes to call out of nothing (see on iv. 7), which it signifies also in Gen. 
xxi. 12, so that the sense would be : ‘‘In the person of Isaac a descendant 
will be imparted to thee,” is erroneous, because that saying of God was 


uttered after the birth of Isaac. — co.] Dative of ethical reference. — roi7’ 
éorw| This purports, thereby the idea is expressed. Rightly Grotius : ‘‘ Haec 
vox est explicantis ixévoiay latentem, quod W7 dicitur Hebraeis.” — rétva 


tT. Ocov| Paul characterizes the true descendants of Abraham, who are not so 
from bodily generation, as Giod’s children, that is, as such descendants of the 
ancestor, whose Abrahamic sonship is not different in the idea of God from 
that of sonship to Him, so that they are regarded and treated by God as His 
children. —ra rékva tye éxayy.] might mean : the promised children (so van 
Hengel) ; for the promised child of Abraham was Isaac (ver. 9), whose birth 
was the realization of a promise, (and so Hofmann takes it). But that Paul 
had the conception that Isaac was begotten by virtue of the divine promise, is 
evident from Gal. iv. 23 (see én loc.), and therefore the genitive (as also pre- 
viously r7¢ capkéc) is to be taken causatively: the children of Abraham who 
‘originate from the divine promise, who are placed in this their relation of 
sonship to Abraham through the creative power of the divine promise, 
analogously to the begetting of Isaac ; 7 tic émayyeAlac iayi¢ érexe TO ratdior, 
Chrysostom. — Aoyiterac] by God. Comp. iv. 8, 5. —eic¢ oxépua] that is, as 
an Abrahamic posterity. See ver. 7. To understand Gentiles also, is here 
foreign to the context (in opposition to Beyschlag); see vv. 9-13. Abra- 
ham’s race is treated of, to which not alJ who descend from him are without 
distinction reckoned by God as belonging. 
Ver. 9. Proof of the foregoing aAad ra rékva tic érayyediac. ‘‘The chil- 
dren of promise, I say, for a word of promise is that which follows: about this 


1 See Winer, p. 571 f. [E. T. 615] ; Eur. Hee. 625, and Pflugk én doc. 
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time, etc.” Hence, therefore, we see that not the bodily descent, but the 
divine promise, constitutes the relation of belonging to Abraham’s father- 
hood. The quotation is freely put together from Gen. xviii. 10 and 
xviii. 14, after the LXX.— To xara rdv xarpov tovtov, as this time (namely, 
of the next year), corresponds NM Ny!d in the original (comp. 2 Kings iv. 
16, 17; Gen. xvii. 21), which is to be explained : as the time revives, that 
is, when the time (which is now a thing of the past and dead) returns to 
life ; not with Fritzsche : in the present time (of the next year), which 
suits the words of the LXX.,—where, by way of explanation, the classical 
ele pac, over the year, is added,—but not the Hebrew. See Gesenius, Thes. 
I. p. 470 ; Tuch and Knobel on Gen. xviii. 10. On the whole promise, 
comp. Hom. Od. xi. 248 f., 295. 

Ver. 10. A fresh and still more decisive proof (for it might be objected 
that, of Abraham’s children, Sarah’s son only was legitimate) that only the di- 
vine disposal constituted the succession to Abraham which was true and valid 
in the sight of God. Comp. Barnab. 13. The more definite notion of 
promise, which was retained in the preceding, is here expanded into the 
more general one of the appointment of the Rivine will as made known. — ov 
pévov dé] See generally on v. 8. What is supplied must be something that 
is gathered from the preceding, that fits the nominative ‘PeBécxa, and that 
answers as regards sense to the following ép/é67 ai7q. Hence, because 79 
Sdppa precedes, and with daAa cai another mother’s name is introduced, we 
must supply, as subject, not Abraham (Augustine, Beza, Calvin, Reithmayr, 
van Hengel ; comp. also Hofmann, who however thinks any completing 
supplement useless), but 34)pa ; and moreover, not indeed the definite Aéyov 
émayyediac elyev or éxnyyeAuévy qv (Vatablus, Fritzsche, Winer, Krehl, Baum- 
garten-Crusius), but the more general Adyov or pjua Oecd eiyev, which is 
suitable to the subsequent éppé077 , as well as to the contents of the sayings 
adduced in vv. 12, 13: ‘‘ But not only had Sarah a saying of God, but also 
Rebecca, etc.” We must therefore throw aside the manifold arbitrary sup- 
plements suggested, some of which are inconsistent with the construction, 
not suiting the nominative ‘Pef., as e.g. : ‘non solum id, quod jam diximus, 
documentum est ejus, quod inferre volumus ; Rebecca idem nos docet” (so 
Grotius, also Seb. Schmid, Semler, Ch. Schmid, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, and 
several others ; comp. Tholuck and Philippi) ; or: rovro jv (Riickert, de 
Wette), sothat the nominative ‘Pef. forms an anacoluthon, and the period be- 
gun enters with ver. 11 upon quite another form (how forced, seeing that vv. 
11 and 12 in themselves stand in perfectly regular construction !). It is only 
the semblance of an objection against our view, that not Sarah, but Abraham, 
received the word of promise, ver. 9 ; for Sarah was, by the nature of the 
case, and also according to the representation of Genesis, the co-recipient 
of the promise, and was mixed upin the conversation of God with Abraham 
in reference to it (Gen. xviii. 13-15) ; so that Paul, without incurring the 
charge of contradicting history, might have no scruple in stating the con- 
trast as between the mothers, as he has done. — é£ évd¢ kofryv é Raabe Who had 
cohabitation of one (man), the effect of which was the conception of the twin 
children, The contextual importance of this addition does not consist in 
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its denying that there was a breach of conjugal fidelity, but in its m: vking 
palpably apparent the invalidity—for the history of salvation—of bodily 
descent. She was pregnant by one man, and yet how different was the 
divine determination with respect to the two children |— é évéc| mascu- 
line, without anything being supplied ; for ‘Io. r. 7. ju. is in apposition. 
xoitn, couch, bed, often marriage bed (Heb. xiii. 4), is found seldom in the 
classical writers,’ with whom eiv# and 2éyoc often have the same sense, eu- 
phemistically used as equivalent to concubitus, but frequently in the LXX. 
See Schleusner, Thes. III. p. 347. Comp. Wisd. iii. 13, 16. — rod xarp. fy. ] 
from the Jewish consciousness ; for the discourse has primarily to do with 
the Jews. Comp. iv. 1. If Isaac were to be designated as the father of 
Christians (Reiche, Fritzsche), the context must have necessarily and defi- 
nitely indicated this, since believers are Abraham’s (spiritual) children. We 
may add that ’Ic. rod rarp. judv is not without a significant bearing on the 
argument, inasmuch as it contributes to make us feel the independence of 
the determination of the divine will on the theocratic descent, however 
legitimate. 

Vy. 11, 12. Although, forsooth, they were not yet born, and had not done any- 
thing good or evil, in order that the purpose of God according to election 
might have its continued subsistence, not from works, but from Him who calls, it 
was said to her, etc. [See Note CIV. p. 399. |—yArw] not oizw, because the 
negative relation is intended to be expressed subjectively, that is, as placed 
before the view of God and weighed by Him in delivering His utterance.? 
—The subject (airév) to the participles is not expressed, according to a well- 
known classical usage (Matthiae, § 563 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 17), 
but it would be self-evident to the reader from the history familiar to him, 
that the twins of Rebecca were intended ; Winer, p. 548 [H. T. 589]. — The 
sentence expressive of purpose, iva . . . Kadovvroc, is placed with emphasis be- 
‘fore ¢))é6n, and therefore not to be placed in a parenthesis. —iva] introduces. 
the purpose which God had in this, that, notwithstanding they were not yet 
born, etc., He yet gave forth already the declaration of ver. 12. Le thereby 
purposed, namely, that His resolue—conceived in the mode of an election made 
amongst men—to bestow the blessings of the Messianic salvation should subsist, 
ete.—7 Kar’ éxdoy. mpdGeorc®| can neither be so taken, that the é«Aoyf precedes- 
the zpé@core in point of time (comp. viii. 28), which is opposed to the nature 
of the relation, especially seeing that the zpd6eoue pertains to what was ante- 
cedent to time (see on vill. 28) ; * nor so that the éxAoy# follows the rpédAeacc, 


1Bur. Med. 151, Hinpol. 154; not Anacr. § 126), we cannot, with Beyschlag, p. 38,.. 


23, see Valck. Schol. II. p. 594. 

2 See Winer, p. 450 [B. T. 483 f.] ; Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 295. Comp. Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 37. 

3 Taken by Beck in arationalistic sense: 
“The fundamental outline which serves as 
a standard for the temporal training of the 
éxAoy7, and pervades their temporal devel- 
opment in all its parts”’. 

4 Since the divine mpd0ceors is antecedent to 
time (Eph. iii. 11; 2 Tim. i. 9), as is also the 
éxAoyy (Eph. i. 4; and see Weiss, 0tb/. Theol. 


understand it of the plan developing itself 
in history, pertaining to the history of God's 
kingdom, as God forms it in the calling of 
Abraham and executes it up to the apostolic 
present, Mistaken also is van Hengel’s 
view, according to which the kar’ éxdoy. 
p60 is to be limited to the determination 
of choice respecting the two brothers, and 
wévy to the abiding realization of it in the 
posterity of both sides, while ovk é& Epywv, add’ 
ék Tov KaAovvTos is supposed to be a gloss. 
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whether it be regarded as the act of its fulfilment (Reiche) or as its aim 
(Krehl). These latter interpretations might certainly be justified linguisti- 
cally (see Kiihner, II. 1, pp. 412, 413), but they would yield no specific pecu- 
liarity of the act of the pdbecw. Yet, since xa? éxdoygv must be the char- 
acteristically distinctive mark of the purpose, it cannot by any means de- 
note: the resolution adopted in respect of an election (Grotius, Riickert) ; 
but it must be apprehended as an essential inherent of the zpéfecic, expressing 
the model character of this divine act : the purpose according to election, i.c. 
the purpose which was so formed, that init an election was made. The rpdbeouc 
would have been no xpdé6. kar’ éxdoyfv, no ‘‘ propositum Dei ¢lectivum’? 
(Bengel), if God had resolved to bless all without exception. His resolve to 
vouchsafe the Messianic blessedness did not, however, concern all, but those 
only who were to be comprehended in this very resolve (by virtue of His 
mpéyveoc, villi. 29), and who were thereby, by means of the zpdGeocc itself, 
chosen out from the rest of men (xi. 5), and thus the xpéfecie was no other 
than 7 Kar’ éxhoynv mpdbecre (comp. Bengel, Flatt, Tholuck, Beck, Fritzsche, 
Philippi, Lamping). In a linguistic aspect kar éxdoy. (frequently in 
Polybius, see Raphel) comes under the same category with the well-known 
expressions xara xpdtog, xa? drepBoAgy x.t.A.1 Comp. xi. 21; 1 Tim. vi. 3. 
But it is incorrect to alter, with Carpzov, Ernesti, Cramer, BGhme, Ammon, 
Rosenmiiller, the signification of éA., and to explain 7 kar’ éxA. zpd0. as 
‘‘propositum Dei liberwm.” For, as election and freedom are in themselves 
different conceptions, so in those passages which are appealed to (Joseph. 
Bell. Jud. ii. 8. 14 ; Psalt. Sal. ix. 7), é«A. is none other than electio ; and 
especially in the N. T. éxAoyh, éxAéyeofar, and éxAexréc are so statedly used for 
the dogmatic sense of the election to salvation, that no alteration can be ad- 
mitted. In general, Hofmann has rightly understood it of the quality, which 
the purpose has from the fact that God chooses ; along with which, however, 
he likewise transposes the notion of the éxAoy7 into that of the jree act of will, 
‘‘which has its presupposition only in the chooser, not on the side of the 
chosen.” This anticipates the following, which, moreover, joins itself not 
to éxAoyf#, but to the abiding of the car’ ékA. tpd@eccrce; hence écAroyf must 
be left in its strict verbal sense of election. The éxAoy# may in and by itself 
be even an unfree act of will ; its freedom does not lie in the notion in itself, 
‘but it is only to be inferred mediately from what is further to be said of the 
uévew of the car’ éxaA. tp d0ecrg, Viz. obk 8 Epywr x.T.A. — pévy] The opposite 
of éxrénroxev, ver. 6.7 It is the result aimed at in such a declaration as God 
caused to be given to Rebecca before the birth of her two sons : His purpose 
‘according to election is meant to remain unchangeable, etc., so much He 
would have to be settled in His giving that declaration. — ovx é& épyov x.7.A. | 
is by most joined, through a supplied otca, to rpé8eoue +. Ocov 33 by Fritzsche 
1 Bornem. ad Cyrop. i, 4. 23; Bernhardy, 


airy. But this last has already its defining 


fp. 241. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anad. ii. 8. 24; Eurip. Jph. 
7. 959; Herod. iv. 201. 

3 Luther, however, with whom agree 
Hofmann and Jatho, connects with épp¢é6y 


clause in pymw «.7.A., and that a clause 
after which ot« é& épywy «.7.A., annexed 
to the éspé6y avr7 as a definition of mode, 
would be something self-evident and su- 
perfluous, Hofmann insists, quite ground- 
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regarded even as a supplementary definition to Kar’ é«Aoyfv, in which he is 
followed by Lamping, as though Paul had written # ob« g& épyov «7.2. But 
for rejecting the natural and nearest connection with pévy there is absolutely 
no ground from the sense which thus results : the elective resolution must 
have its abiding character not on account of works, which the subjects concerned 
would perform, but on account of God Himself, who calls to the Messianic saloa- 
tion." Accordingly, obk é& &pyov x.7.A. is a causal specification annexed to 

‘the—in itself independent—yéry, namely, of its objective actual relation 
{hence ov, not ~4), and should be separated from pévy by a comma (Paul 
might more formally have written : kat rovro ob é& épywv x.7.A.). Hence the 
objection that pwévew é« is not found is of no importance, since pévy in 
itself stands absolutely, and é« is constantly employed in the sense of by vir- 
tue of, by reason of. See Bernhardy, p. 230; Ellendt, Ler. Soph. I. p. 551.? 
— On the form ép/é7, which, instead of the Recepta 277, is to be adopted 
with Lachmann and Tischendorf, following the preponderance of testimony, 
in all passages in Paul, see on Matt. v. 21, and Kiihner, I. p. 810 f.—The 
quotation is Gen. xxv. 23, closely following the LXX. ; éri forms no part of 
it, but is recitative. Jn the connection of the original teat, 6 peifov and 6 éAdoo., 
the greater and the smaller, refer to the two nations represented by the elder 
and younger twin sons, of which they were to be ancestors ; and this pre- 
diction was fulfilled first under David, who conquered the Edomites (2 Sam. 
viii. 14) ; then, after they had freed themselves in the time of Joram (2 
Kings viii. 21), under Amaziah (2 Kings xiv. 7; 2 Chron. xxv. 11) and 
Uzziah (2 Kings xiv. 22 ; 2 Chron. xxvi. 2), who again reduced them to 
slavery ; and lastly, after they had once more broken loose in the time of 
Ahaz (2 Chron. xxviii. 17 ; according to 2 Kings xvi. 6, they had merely 
wrested the port of Elath from the Jews), under Johannes Hyrcanus, who 
completely vanquished them, forced them to be circumcised, and incorpo- 
rated them in the Jewish state (Joseph. Ant. xiii. 9. 1). Paul, however, has* 
in view, as the entire context vv. 10, 11, 13 evinces, in 6 peil. and'rq éAdac., 
Esau and Jacob themselves, not their nations ; so that the fulfilment of the 
dovA. is to be found in the theocratic subjection into which Esau was reduced 
through the loss of his birthright and of the paternal blessing, whereby the 
theocratic lordship passed tg Jacob. But inasmuch as in Gen. /.c, the two 
brothers are set forth as representatives of the nations, and their persons and 
their destiny are not consequently excluded,—as, indeed, the relation indi- 
cated in the divine utterance took its beginning with the brothers them- 
selves, by virtue of the preference of Jacob through the paternal blessing 


lessly, that, according to the ordinary tainment of the salvation entirely depends 


connection of ov« é& épywr «.7.A., instead of 
ovx, wi must have been used. On account 
of the following 4A’ «.7.A., on which the 
main stress is meant to be laid, ov«, even 
in a sentence expressing purpose, is quite 
in its place. See Buttm. Wevt. Gr. p. 802, 
8 [B. T. 352]. The negation adheres to the 
é& pywv, see Kiihner, II. 2, p. 747 f. 

1 This characteristic designation of God 
as 6 eaAav makes it apparent that the at- 


on Him. 

2 Not essentially different from our view 
is that of Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi, who 
regard ov« e& épyev «.7.A. asa subjoined def- 
inition of the whole final clause : *‘ And this 
indeed was not to be effected by virtue of 
works, etc.” (Philippi). But Rtickert in- 
correctly explains it, as though the passage 
ran péevn wy €& Epy. K.T.A. ‘ 
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(Gen. xxvii. 29, 87, 40),—the apostle’s apprehension of the passage, as he 
adapts it to his connection, has its ground and its warrant, especially in 
view of similar hermeneutic freedom in the use of O. T. expressions. — é 
peCov and + éAdoo. have neither in the original nor in Greek the significa- 
tion: the first-born and the second-born, which indeed the words do not 
denote ; but Esau, who is to come to birth first, is regarded as the greater 
of the twins in the womb, and Jacob as the smaller. 

Ver. 18. ‘‘This utterance (éppé@7) took place in conformity with the ex- 
pressly testified (in Mal. i. 2, 3, freely cited from the LXX.) love of God 
towards Jacob and abhorrence of Esau.” Thus, that utterance agrees with 
this. But just like Paul, so the prophet himself intends by *Iax6f and "Heat, 
not the two nations Israel and Edom, but the persons of the two brothers ; 
God loved the former, and hated the latter (and therefore has exalted Israel 
and destroyed Edom).—The aorists are, in the sense-of the apostle—as the re- 
lation of xafdc yéyp. to the preceding, imparting information respecting the 
subjective ground of the divine declaration in ver. 12, shows—to be re- 
ferred to the love and abhorrence entertained towards the brothers before 
their birth, but are not to be understood of the de facto manifestation of love and 
hatred by which the saying of Gen. xxv. 23 had been in the result confirmed 
(van Hengel). ’Eyvicyoa, moreover, is not to have a merely privative sense as- 
cribed to it : not to love, or to love less (as Fessel, Glass, Grotius, Estius, and 
many, including Nésselt, Koppe, Tholuck, Flatt, Beck, Maier, Beyschlag), 
which is not admissible even in Matt. vi. 24, Luke xiv. 26, xvi. 13, John 
xii. 25 (see, against this and similar attempts to weaken its force, Lamping) ; 
but it expresses the opposite of the positive yyaz., viz. positive hatred. See 
Mal. i. 4. And as that love towards Jacob must be conceived of as com- 
pletely independent of foreseen virtues (ver. 11), so also this hatred towards 
Ksau as completely independent of foreseen sins (in opposition to the Greek 
Fathers and Jerome on Mal. i.). Both were founded solely on the free elec- 
tive determination of God ; with whom, in the necessary connection of that 
plan which He had freely adopted for the process of theocratic develop- 
ment, the hatred and rejection of Esau were presupposed through their op- 
posite, namely, the free love and election of Jacob to be the vehicle of the 
theocracy and its privileges, as the reverse side of this love and choice, 
which the history of Edom brought into actual relief. 

Vv. 14-18. [See Note CV. p. 400.] Second part of the Theodicée: God 
does not deal unrighteously, in that His rpéQecie according to election is to have 
its subsistence, not && Epyuv, but ke Tov KaAodvToc; for He Himself main- 
tains in the Scripture His own freedom to have mercy upon or to harden whom 
He will.—This reason has probative force, in so far as it is justly presupposed 
in it, that the aviom which God expresses respecting Himself is absolutely 
worthy of Him. Hence we are not, with Beyschlag, to refer the alleged 
injustice to the fact that God now prefers the Gentiles to the Jews, which is 
simply imported into the preceding text, and along with which, no less gra- 
tuitously, the following receives the sense: ‘‘the Jews have indeed become 
what they are out of pure grace ; this grace may therefore once again be directed 
towards others, and be withdrawn from them” (Beyschlag). 
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Ver. 14. A possible inference, unfavourable to the character of God, from 
vv. 11-18, is suggested by Paul himself, and repelled. — jj dduc. mapa ro 
Oe@ 5] but is there not unrighteousness with God? Comp. the question in iii. 
5. apa, with qualities, corresponds to the Latin in. See Matthiae, § 588. 
6. Comp. ii. 11. 

Ver. 15. Reason assigned for the ju yévocro, not for the legitimacy of the 
question pn adixia x. tT. 8. (Mangold, p. 134), so that the opponent's language 
continues, until it ‘‘culminates in the audacious exclamation of ver. 19.” 
Tap after pu) yévorro always relates to this. Bengel rightly remarks on yép : 
‘*Nam quod asserimus, Dei assertum est irrefragabile.” —76 Mois. y. (see 
critical remarks) brings into strong relief the venerated recipient of the word, 
which makes it appear the more weighty (comp. x. 5, 19). The citation is 
Ex. xxxiii. 19, verbally following the LXX. (which would have more closely 
translated the Heb. by é2e@ dy av éhefow «.t.2.).' In the original tert it is an 
assurance by God to Moses of His favour now directly extended towards 
him, but expressed in the form of a divine axiom. Hence Paul, following 
the LXX., was justified in employing the passage as a scriptural statement 
of the general proposition : God’s mercy, in respect of the persons con- 
cerned, whose lot it should be to experience it, lets itself be determined 
solely by His own free will of grace: ‘‘Z will have merey upon whosoever is 
the object of my mercy ;” so that I am therefore in this matter dependent on 
nothing external to myself. This is the sovereignty of the divine compas- 

-sionating will. Observe that the futwre denotes the actual compassion, ful- 
filling itself in point of fact, which God promises to show to the persons 
concerned, towards whom He stands in the mental relation (ie, present) of 
pity. The distinction between éAed and oixreipw is not, as Tittmann, Synon. 
p. 69f., defines it, that £4. denotes the active mercy, and oixr. the compas- 
sionate kindness, but that the same notion misereri is more strongly expressed 
by oi«r. See Fritzsche. Comp. Plat. Huthyd. p. 288 D : édefoavré pe Kai 
olxteipavre. The latter denotes originally bewailing sympathy, as opposed 
to paxapiter (Xen. Anad. iii. 1. 19). Comp. olxrog (to which ddvpydc, Plat. 
Rep. iii. p. 887 D, corresponds), oixrifw, oixrpég x.7.A. On the form oixrecpgow, 
see Lobeck, ad Phryn: p. 741. — dv ay] The av is that everywhere usual with 
the relative in the sense of ewnque. Hence conditionally expressed : if to 
any one 1 am gracious, etc. See generally Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 293 f. ; 
Ellendt, Ler. Soph. I. p. 119. Consequently, not merely the mercy in itself, 
but also the determination of those who should be its objects, is designated 
as a free act of God, resting‘on nothing except on His elective purpose, and 
affecting the persons according to it ; for the emphasis lies in the relative 
clause on the repeated év dv, as dv generally has its place after.the emphatic 
word. 

Ver. 16. Paul now infers from this divine word the doctrine implied in 
it of the causality of the divine redemption. —oi tov OéAovtoc] sc. éori. 
Accordingly, therefore, it (the participation in that which has just been des- 


1 Byen thus éAcyjow would be future indic- Xen. Apol. 16; Poppo, ad Cyrop. ii. 1. 13; 
ative, not subjunctive (in opposition to Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 61.5 D. 
Fritzsche’s criticism). See Bornemann, ada 
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ignated in the divine utterance as éeoc and oi«ripydc) is not of him that 
wills, nor of him that runs, but of God who is merciful ; it depends not on 
the striving and urgent endeavour of man, but on the will of the merciful 
God.! The relation of the genitive is: penes. See Bernhardy, p. 165 ; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 316 f. —rpéyerv, a figurative designation of strenuously 
active endeavour, borrowed originally from the competitive races (1 Cor. ix. 
24). Comp. Gal. ii. 2, v. 7; Phil. ii. 16; also in the classical writers. . 
Incorrectly, Reiche (following Locke and others) thinks that 6é/ovroc was 
probably chosen with reference to the wish of Abraham to instal Ishmael, 
and of Isaac to instal Esau, in the heirship ; and rpéy. with reference to the 
fruitless running in of Esau from the chase (Theophylact understands it of 
his running off to the chase). For Paul, in fact, draws an inference with 
his dpa ody only from the divine utterance issued to Moses ; and hence we are 
not even to conjecture, with van Hengel, a reference to Pharaoh’s hasty 
pursuit of the Israelites. Not on the runner himself depends the successful 
struggle for the prize (in opposition to Reiche’s objection), but he, whom 
God has chosen to obtain it, now on his part so runs that he does obtain it. 
Consequently the conception is, that man by his rpéyerw never meritoriously 
acquires the divine favour ; but, fulfilling the predetermination of God, he, 
in the power of the grace already received, demeans himself conformably to it ; 
hence Paul, in another place, where the context suggests it, exhorts to the 
toéyew (1 Cor. ix. 24). Beck’s opinion, that @éAe» and rpéyeey are here 
intended not in the moral sense, but metaphysically and juridically, is noth- 
ing but an exegetically groundless deviation from the simple and clear mean- 
ing of the words. —r. éAcovvtoc Ocov] to be taken together. Had Paul intend- 
ed +. éAeobvroc as independent, and Oeod as an apposition, he would have only 
weakened the antithetic emphasis by the very superfluously added 6¢od (in 
opposition to Hofmann). 

Ver. 17. Tap] Establishment of this doctrine e contrario,? as the inference 
of ver. 18 shows.— 7 ypag] for in it God speaks ; comp. Gal. iii. 8, 22. —7ro 
bapa] Paul has selected two very striking contemporaneous and historically 
connected examples, in ver. 15 of election, and here of rejection. The guo- 
tation is Ex. ix. 16, with a free and partly intentional variation from the 
LXX. —6r:] does not form part of the declaration, but introduces it, as in 
ver. 12.—ei¢ avrd todro] brings the meaning into stronger relief than the 
évexev tobrov of the LXX. : for this very purpose (for nothing else), Comp. 
xiii, 6; 2 Cor. v. 6, vii. 11; Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8.— é&#yewpd oe] The 


1The proposition in the generality with 
which it is expressed forbids the assump- 
tion of a particular reference to Jsrael (Bey- 
schlag), whose moral and religious endeay- 
our (ver. 21) hinders not the right of God’s 
world-ruling majesty to open the heart of 
the Gentiles for the gospel, and not that of 
the Jews. 

2 The counterpart of that €Aeos is, namely, 
the divine hardening ; and if this likewise 
presents itself as dependent only on the 
divine determination of will,—as the lan- 


guage of Scripture to Pharaoh testifies,— 
whatis said in ver. 16 thus receives a further 
scriptural confirmation from the correlative 
counterpart. Beyschlag also recognizes a 
reasoning é€ contrario, but sees in Pharaoh 
the type of Israel, unto whom the Gospel 
has not merely remained strange, but has 
tended to hardening. Thus in this type 
“the present exchange of réle between 
Israel and the Gentile world is illustrated in 
a terrible manner.”’ This change of 7é6le is 
imported, 
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LXX. translates PIII by duernphOnc, 7.c..vtvus servatus es, and so far, 

leaving out of view the factitive form of the Hebrew word (to which, how- 
ever, a reading of the LXX. attested in the Hexapla with dierfpnod oe corre- 
sponds), correctly in the historical connection (see Ex. ix. 15). Paul, 
however, expands the special sense of that Hebrew word to denote the whole 
appearance of Pharaoh, of which general fact that particular one was a: 
part ; and he renders the word according to this general relation, which 
lies at the bottom of his view, and in reference to which the active form 
was important, by : I have raised thee up, that is, caused thee to emerge ; thy 
whole historical appearance has been brought about by me, in order that, 
ete. Comp. the current use of éyefpev in the N. T., as in Matt. xi. 11, xxi-~ 
11; John vii. 52, e al.; Ecclus. x. 4; 1 Macc. iii. 49 ; and the Hebrew 
Dpi. So, in substance, Theophylact (cic rd pécov #yayov), Beza, Calvin, 

Piscator, Bengel, and various others, including Reiche, Olshausen, Riickert, 
Beck, Tholuck, Philippi ; formerly also Hofmann ; comp. Beyschlag : ‘I 
have allowed thee to arise.” The interpretation : vivwm te servavi (Vorstius, 
Hammond, Grotius, Wolf, and many, including Koppe, Morus, Béhme, 
Rosenmiiller, Nésselt, Klee, Reithmayr), explains the Hebrew, but not the 
expression of the apostle ; for Jas. v. 15 ought not to have been appealed 
to, where the context demands the sense of ‘‘ erigere de lecto graviter decum- 
bentem.” Yet even now Hofmann compares Jas. v. 15, and explains 
accordingly : I have suffered thee to rise from sickness. But this would only 
be admissible, provided it were the sense of the original text, which was 
assumed by Paul as well known ; the latter, however, simply says : I allow 
thee to stand for the sake of, etc. (comp. Knobel, in loc.), with which also 
the LXX. agrees. Others explain : I have appointed thee to be hing (Flatt, 
Benecke, Gléckler). Others: I have stirred thee up for resistance (Augus- 
tine, Anselm, Kéllner, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, Bisping, Lamping, comp. 
Umbreit), as éyeiperv and éeyeip. denote, in classical usage, to incite, both in 
a good and bad sense ; comp. 2 Macc. xiii. 4 ; Hist. Sus. 45. But these 
special definitions of the sense make the apostle say something so entirely 
different both from the original and from the LXX., that they must have 
been necessitated by the connection. But this is not the case ; not even in 
respect to the view of Augustine, etc., since in ver. 18 bv dé AéAe1, oxAnpbver 
is not inferred from the verbal sense of é&#y. ce, but from the relation of the 
bxwc x.T.A. to the éf#yepd ce (cic airs tovro evinces this),—a relation which 
would presuppose a hardening of Pharaoh on the part of God, and for the 
reader who is familiar with the history (Bx. iv. 21, vii. 3, xi. 10, xiv. 4, 
et al.), actually presupposes it. — brw¢ évdeiE. k.7.2.] namely, by means of thy 
final overthrow ; not : by means of the leading out of Israel (Beyschlag), 
against which is év col. —évdeig| may show, may cause to be recognized in 
thy case. Comp. iii. 25 ; Eph. ii. 7; 1 Tim. i. 16. — divayw] LXX.: icytn. 
With Paul not an intentional alteration, but another reading according 
to the Hexapla (in opposition to Philippi). — dcayy.] might be thoroughly 
published. Comp. Luke ix. 60 ; Plat. Protag. p. 317 A; Pind. Nem. v. 5 ; 


1“ Deus Pharaonem a se profectum dicit eique hanc impositam esse personam.”’ 
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Herodian, i. 15. 3, ii. 9. 1; Plutarch. Camill. 24. —1d bvoua pov] As naming 
Him who has shown Himself so mighty in the case of Pharaoh. For the 
opposite, see ii. 24; 1 Tim. vi. 1.—év racy rq yg] in the whole earth; a 
result, which in the later course of history (comp. Eusebius, praep. ev. ix. 
29), especially was fulfilled in the dispersion of the Jews and the spread of 
Christianity, and continues to be fulfilled. The explanation : in the whole 
land (van Hengel), is less in keeping with the tendency of the original text 
than the all-comprehensive destination of this great judgment of God. 

Ver. 18. Result from vy. 15-17. — cxanpivec] Opposite of éAec7, not merely 
negative like oix éAcei (Bengel), but positive: He hardens him, makes him 
thereby incapable of being a cxevoc éAéove (ver. 23). Such an one becomes 
oKAnpd¢c Te Kal auetdotpogoc (Plato, Orat. p. 407 D), oka. Kai azectgce (Plato, 
Locr. p. 104 C), in amoral respect.1 Comp. Acts xix. 9 ; Heb. ii. 8, 13, 
15, iv. 7 ; oxAnpoxapdia, Matt. xix. 8; Mark xvi. 14; Rom. i. 5.7 Vv. 19 
ff. prove that all warping or alteration of this sense of the word is errone- 
ous ; that the suggestion, e.g., in Origen and several Fathers, in Grotius, 
Koppe, Flatt, Klee, Maier, and others, that only the divine permission is 
intended (comp. Melanchthon : ‘‘Indurat, i.e. sinit esse durum, nec con- 
vertit eum”), is erroneous ; and equally erroneous is the interpretation 
duriter tractat (Carpzoy, Semler, Cramer, Ernesti, Schulthess, Hxeg. Forsch. 
II. p. 136 ; comp. Beck, p. 75 f.), which is contrary to the signification of 
the word (also in the LXX. Job xxxix. 16).*° Evidence to the same effect 
is supplied by the twofold representation given of the hardening of Pharaoh 
in Exodus, where it appears partly as self-produced (viii. 15, 32, ix. 34 ; 
comp. 1 Sam. vi. 6), partly as effected by God (iv. 21, vii. 8, ix. 12, x. 20, 
27, xi. 10). Of these two ways of regarding the matter, however, Paul, 
suitably to his object, has expressly adopted the latter ; Pharaoh hardened 
by God is to him the type of all who obstinately withstand the divine coun- 
sel of salvation, as Israel does. In opposition to Beck’s evasive expedients, 
see Lamping. On the hardening itself Olshausen remarks :—(1) That it 
presupposes already the beginnings of evil. But thisis at variance with 
by Hédec and éx Tod avTod dvpduaroc, ver. 21. (2) Thatit is not an aggravation 
of sin, but a means of preventing its aggravation. But Pharaoh’s history 
is against this. (8) That the total hardening is an expression of simple 
penal justice, when sin has become sin against the Holy Ghost. But in that 
case there could be no mention of a dy #éAe. The clear and simple sense 
of the apostle is, that it depends on the free determination of God’s will 
whether to bless with His saving mercy, or, on the other hand, to put into 


1For an analogous pagan conception, 
comp. especially Euripides, in Lycurgus 
adv. Leocr, p. 198 (§ 92): 
Orav yap opyy Satmovev BrAarTy Tua, 
TOUT avTd mp@rov eEahatpectar Ppevav 
Tov voov Tov ExOAdy, eis SE THY XElpw TpErreEL 
yrouny, tv’ eS) undey Ov amapraver. 
See also Ruhnken, ad Vell. Patere. ii. 57, p. 
265 ff. 
2 See also Soph. 47. 1840, Trach. 1250; Lo- 
beck, ad Aj. p. 884; from the O. T., Umbreit 


ad. Stinde, p. 118 ff. 

3 In Job, l.¢., ameckAjpuve, LXX., is said of 
the ostrich, which renders hard, i.e. makes 
hardy, its young ones. Comp. Leon. Tarent. 
11; Athen. I. p. 24D; Theophr. @. pil. iii. 16, 
2, v. 15. 6. Such is also the meaning of 
amockAnpow, The sense of the original 
(TY WPM) is not decisive. The LXX. has 
understood it as areckAnp. Comp. Lamping, 
p. 188 f. 
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that spiritual condition, in which a man can be no object of His saving 
mercy (but rather of His épyf only). Accordingly, the will of God is here 
the absolute will, which is only in the éAeci a will of grace, and not also in 
the oxAypivec (in opposition to Th. Schott). Of the style and manner in 
which the older dogmatic interpreters have here introduced qualifying 
clauses in the interests of opposition to absolute predestination, the devel- 
opment of the matter by Calovius may serve as an example. He main- 
tains, that when it is said that God hardens, this is not to be taken évepyyri- 
xc or effective, but (1) ovyywpytinic, propter permissionem ; (2) adopunrixic, 
propter eccasionem, quam ex iis, quae Deus agit, sumunt reprobi ; (3) éy«ara- 
Aeintixac, Ob desertionem, quod gratia sua deserat reprobos ; (4) rapadoricéc, 
ob traditionem in sensum reprobum et in ulteriorem Satanae potestatem. 
But Philippi’s suggestion of the immanent law which the divine freedom 
carries within itself,—according to which God will have mercy upon him 
who acknowledges His right to have mercy on whom He will, and to harden 
whom He will; and will harden iim who denies to Him this right, —will only 
then come into consideration by the side of what Paul here says, when (see 
remarks after ver. 33) we are in a position to judge of the relation of our 
passage and the connection that follows it to the moral self-determination 
of man, which the apostle teaches elsewhere ; seeing that no further guiding 
hint is here given by Paul, and, moreover, that immanent law of the divine 
freedom, as Philippi himself frankly recognizes, is not at all here expressed. 
For now the apostle has been most sedulously and exclusively urging 
nothing but the complete independence of the divine willing in éAeciy and 
oxAnpbverv,! which the Form. Oone. p. 821 does not duly attend to, when it 
maintains that Paul desired to represent the hardening of Pharaoh as an 
example of divine penal justice. Not ‘ut eo ipso Dei justitiam declararet,” 
has Paul adduced this example, although it falls historically under this 
point of view, but asa proof of the completely free self-determination of God 
to harden whom He will. Accordingly, the hardening here appears by no 
means, as has been lately read between the lines, ‘‘ as @ consequence of pre- 
ceding conceited self-righteousness” (Tholuck), or ‘‘ such as the man himself has 
willed it” (Th. Schott), or conditioned by the divine standard of holiness 
cenfronting human sin (Weiss), or with an obvious presupposition of human 
self-determination (Beyschlag). Elsewhere the hardening may be adjudged 
as a punishment by God (Isa. vi. 9 ff. ; Ps. lxix. 28 ; see Umbreit, p. 310 
f.), but not so here. The will of God, which in truth can be no arbitrary 
pleasure, is no doubt holy and just ; but it is not here apprehended and 
set forth under this point of view, and from this side, but in reference to its 
independence of all laman assistance, consequently in accordance with its 
absolute aseitas, which is to be retained in its clear precision and without 
any qualifying clause to the words 6v OéAex éAcci,* and must not be obscured 
by ideas of mediate agency that are here foreign. 


1 Observe that in dv @é\e the emphasis 
falls on @éAev, not—as in ver. 15, where av 
was added—on ov. In the second clause 
this emphatic ov 6cAc is then repeated, on 
which occasion 6é (again, on the other hand) 


brings out the corresponding symmetry of 
the relative definition on both sides (Har- 
tung, Partik. I. p. 168 f.). 

2 Hofmann rightly remarks: the edeety is 
designated as an act, whose object one is, in 
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Vv. 19-21. Third part of the Theodicée : But man is not entitled to dis- 
pute with God, why He should still find fault. For his relation to God is as 
that of the thing formed to its former, or of the vessel to the potter, who has 
power to fashion out of a single lump vessels to honour and dishonour. 

Ver. 19. An objection supposed by the apostle (comp. xi. 19) which might 
be raised against ver. 18, not merely by a Jew, but generally. — ody] in pur- 
suance of the dv dé 6é2e¢ oxAnpbver. —érc] logical, as iniii. 7, and frequently : 
If He hardens out of His own determination of will, why does He still find 
Sault? That fact surely takes away all warrant from the reproaches which 
God makes against hardened sinners, since they have been hardened by the 
divine will itself, to which no one yet offers opposition (with success). —ro 
yap Bova. x.7.A.] ground assigned for the question, ri ére wéug. — avbéornxe] 
Who withstands? whereby, concretely, the irresistibility of the divine decree 
is set forth. he divine decree is exalted above any one’s opposition. Accord- 
ing to the present opinion of Hofmann (it was otherwise in the Schriftbew. I. 
p. 246 f.), the opponent wishes to establish that, if the words dy 6é2e, oKAy- 
puvec be correct, no one may offer opposition to that which God wills,* and there- 
fore God can in no one have anything to censure. But thus the thought of 
the question ric av0éoryjxe would be one so irrational and impious (as though, 
forsooth, no sinner would be opposed to God), that Paul would not even have 
had ground or warrant to have invented it as an objection. That question 
is not impious, but tragic, the expression of human weakness in presence of 
the divine decree of hardening. — On the classical BotAnua (more frequently 
BobAevua), the thing willed, i.e. captwm consilium (only here in Paul), see van 
Hengel, Lobeck, ad Aj. 44. Comp., as to the distinction between SoiAouax 
and #éAo (Eph. i. 11), on Matt. i. 19., 

Ver. 20. Mevotvye] Imo vero, here not without irony: Yea verily, O man 
(ii. 1), who art thou (quantulus es) who repliest against God? See on Luke xi. 
28 ; also Ast, Lex, Plat. I. p. 303. On od ric ei, comp. xiv. 4 ; Plato, Gorg. 
p. 452 B: . tle el, © avOpwre; Paul does not give arefutation of the ri 
ért wéud., but he repudiates the question as unwarranted ; ‘‘ abrumpit quaesti- 
onem” (Melanchthon), and that wholly from the standpoint of the entirely 
unlimited divine omnipotence, on which he has placed himself in the whole 
of the present connection, and consistently with that standpoint. — 6 drra- 
moxpwv.| For in ti éu. . 


ov dé. . 


. avégor, there is contained an oppositional reply, 
namely, to God’s finding fault, not to the saying of Scripture, ver. 17 (Hof- 
mann), which the apostle’s present train of thought has already left behind. 
On the expression, comp. Luke xiv. 6 ; Judg. v. 29 ; Job xvi. 8, xxxii.-12. 
The word is not found in the Greek writers. But dvraroxpiveoOa, says Paul, 
as little belongs to man against God, as to the thing formed belongs the 
question addressed to its former: Why hast thow made me thus (as I am) ? 


virtue of the fact that God wills to make him its [Widerpart] does not correspond with suf- 


object. Just so it stands with the oxAnpivew, 
by which God fulfils His own will in the 
person concerned, without having his 
action and character as a ground of deter- 
mination in the matter. 

1The general expression ‘ opposition” 


ficient definiteness to the notion of av@éorn- 
xe, since the latter everywhere signifies the 
real and active resistere. So also in Paul 
Gili. 2; Gal. ii, 11; Eph. vi. 13). Comp. 
Soph. Fragm. 234; Dindorf : mpis thy avdyenv 
ov5’"Apys avOicrarar Plato, Symp. p. 196 D. 
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This comparison is logically correct (in opposition to Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 269), 
since the tertium comparationis generally is the constituting of the quality. 
As the moulder produces the quality of the vessel formed by him according 
to his own free will, so God constitutes the moral quality (fitted for blessed- 
ness or not so) of men as He will. Only when it is maintained that the 
comparison with the thing formed must properly refer only to the first for- 
mation of men, and not to the subsequent ethical moulding of those created 
(as in Pharaoh’s case, whom God hardened), can its logical correctness be 
denied. But Paul wrote in a popular form, and it is to do him injustice to 
press his simile more than he himself, judging by the tenor of the entire 
connection, would have it pressed. Gléckler (following Parecus) finds in 
pip épei k.T.2, and ver. 21 an argumentatio a minore ad majus: ‘If not even in 
the case of an effigy can such a question be addressed to its former, how 
much less can man, etc.” But this also is to be quite laid aside, and we 
must simply abide by the conception of a simile, since that question on the 
part of the thing formed cannot certainly be conceived as really taking 
place, and since the simile itself is of so frequent occurrence in the O. T., 
that Paul has doubtless employed it by way of reminiscence from that source. 
See. Isa. xxix. 16, xlv. 9; Jer. xviii. 6; Wisd. xv. 7; Ecclus. xxxvi. 13. 
Vv. 21-23 also show that Paul sets forth God Himself under the image of 
the potter. According to Hofmann, the sense of the question resolves it- 
self into a complaint over the destiny, for which the creature is created by 
God. But the contextual notion of roveiv is not that of creation, but that of 
preparation, adjustment (vv. 21, 22), correlative to the making of the potter, 
who does not create his vessels, but forms and fashions (xiacav7t) them thus » 
or thus ; and oiruc simply specifies the mode of the making : in such shape, in 
such a kind of way, that I have not issued from thy hands as one of another 
mould. Comp. Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 465]. It is the rtpéroc of the roveiv, 
which presents itself in the result. 

Ver. 21. *H] The sense, without an interrogation, is: Unless perhaps the 
potter should not have power over his clay (r 0% ryrov), to make (xojoa, the in- 
finitive of more precise definition,) etc. Comp. Wisd. xv. 7. —éx« rod abrod 
¢upau.| The gtpaua (comp. on xi. 16 ; 1 Cor. v. 6) is the ump of the rAéc, 
mixed with water and kneaded, out of which the potter makes the different 
vessels. In the application of the simile, the same lwmp denotes human 
nature in and by itself, as it is alike in all with its opposite moral capabili- 
ties and dispositions,’ but not yet conceived of in its definite individual 
moral stamp. Out of this, like the potter out of the clay-dough which is 
susceptible of various moulding, God—who does not merely “allow to come 
into being” the different moral quality of individuals, in order then to fulfil 
on them the 22eciv or oxAnpivew which He will (Hofmann), but effectively 
produces it—makes partly such as are destined to stand in honour (namely, 
as partakers of the Messianic glory), partly such as are to stand in dishonour 


1This massa is by Augustine onesidedly muntur in gratiam, and the vessels ets aruztay 
“viewed as ‘“‘peccato originali infecta, cor- those which ad luendum debitum relinquun- 
rupta damnationique obnoxia,” so that then tur. 
the vessels eis tyuyv are those which assu- 
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(namely, through the eternal aréAea). Comp. vv. 22, 28. See also 2 Tim. 
ii. 20, 21. The former is the effect of His éAee7v, as in the case of Moses ; 
the latter that of His oxAnptverv, as in the case of Pharaoh. Much too gen- 
eral and rationalizing, in opposition to the text, isvan Hengel’s view, that 
the figure refers generally to the ‘‘inexplicabiles divini rerum humanarwn 
regiminis rationes ;’ and Beyschlag’s view amounts to the same thing : 
‘‘out of the material of the human race (?) which is at His disposal as it 
continues to come into existence, to stamp individuals with this or that histor- 
ical destination” (2). — ic tyuiv] This is the destination of the vessel ; it is 
either to be honoured, so that it has riwfv (as e.g. a sacred vase), or is to expe- 
rience the opposite, so that aria cleaves to it (as e.g. an utensil destined to 
foul use). — Observe the purposely-chosen arrangement of the words: the jux- 
taposition of ov« éyee (or lacks), the juxtaposition of 6 xepapyedte tov xyAov 
(although roi 7A, belongs to éZovc. ; comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 382, 
[E. T. 3887]) and the prefixing of el¢ tyuqv. 

Vv. 22-29. Fourth part of the Theodicée : God, full of long-suffering, has 
borne with vessels of wrath, in order withal to make known His glory on vessels 
of mercy, as which He has also called us Christians both out of the Jews and out 
of the Gentiles. Comp. on vy. 22, 23 ; Wisd. xii. 20, 21. These two kinds 
of cxeiy are necessarily the same as those meant in ver. 21 (in opposition to 
Weiss, p. 66 f., and 01. Theol. p. 383). This is shown by the retention of 
oxebn, a8 Well as by the attributes carypricuéva and & rpoyroiwacey Correspond- 
ing to the roujoa: of ver. 21, just as ei¢ ardAcvavy aptly corresponds to the eic 
aryuiav, and eic déEav to the ei¢ tyugv, ver. 21. The former vessels as xaryp- 
Tiopéva ec ara@Aecav are necessarily oxen opyje, for the divine opy7 and ardAeia 
are correlates, which suppose one another. But the guilt, whichis supposed 
by the notion of épy4, is, in the entirely consistent connection of our pas- 
sage, presented—by the «arapri~ew which precedes the guilt, and in virtue 
of which God has made them such as they are and not otherwise—as the 
consequence of the moral development conditioned by this previous prepa- 
ration. Weiss fails to recognize the onesidedness of the mode of view here 
necessarily intended and boldly carried out by the apostle, which will not, 
moreover, bear the attempts of Hofmann to explain it away, or those of 
Beyschlag to twist the notion ; the latter least of all, on the subjective 
ground that the strictly understood notion of cxetby épyqe is incapable of fulfil- 
ment, which at the absolute standpoint of the text it is not. 

Ver. 22 f. forms a conditional interrogative sentence, the apodosis of 
which is not expressed, but is gathered from the context, viz. : Wilt thou still 
be able to venture the avraroxpivecba: TG Oc@ of ver. 20 f. 2? Must thou not utterly 
become dumb with thy replies? Comp. on John vi. 61; Acts xxiii. 9; 
Luke xix. 41.1 This aposiopesis with ei d? corresponds perfectly to our : but 
how if, ete. It is to be translated : ‘‘ But how if God, although minded to 
manifest His wrath and to make known His power, has endured with much long- 
suffering vessels of wrath, which are nevertheless adjusted for destruction, in 


1See also Calvin and Calovius, in doc. ; Fritzsche, Conject. p. 80; Hartung, Partixell. 
II. p. 212; Dissen, a@ Dem. de cor. p. 297. 
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order also to make known the riches of IHis glory on vessels of merey, which He 
has prepared beforehand for glory?” Paraphrased, the sense is : ‘ But if God, 
notwithstanding that His holy will disposes Him not to leave unmanifested His 
wrath and His power, but practically to make them known, has nevertheless 
hitherto, full of long-suffering, endured such as are objects of His wrath, and 
spared them from the destruction, to incur which they are nevertheless constituted 
and fitted like a vessel by the potter—endured them and spared them not merely 
as a proof of such great long-suffering towards them, but also with the purpose 
in view of making known, during the period of this forbearance, the fulness of 
Tis glorious perfection in respect to such as are objects of His mercy, whom He, 
as the potter fashions a vessel, has prepared beforehand, and put in order for 
eternal glory,—how, in presence of that self-denying long-suffering of God 
towards vessels of wrath, and in presence of this gracious purpose, which He 
withal, at the same time, cherishes towards the vessels of mercy, must any 
desire to dispute with God completely depart from thee !”—in detail the 
following points are to be observed : dé is neither equivalent to ody, nor re- 
sumptive, but the simple peraBarixév, making the transition to something 
Surther, namely, from the previous dismissal of the objector to the refutation 
which puts him to shame.* Tholuck (comp. also Weiss, Reithmayr, and 
others) takes it antithetically, so that the sequence of thought would be : 
“T assert this as God’s absolute right against you, if you choose to take 
your stand on the point of right ; but how if God has not so much as even 
dealt thus, etc. ?? But such an interpretation, which would require the 
contrast to be much more strongly marked than by the mere dé, is at vari- 
ance with the retention in the sequel of the figurative cxety and their pre- 
paredness ; because it is thence evident, that what Paul had previously said 
concerning the freedom of God to prepare men of different character and 
destiny like potters’ vessels, he by no means intended to cancel, as if God 
had not thus dealt. @éfAwv is, with Fritzsche, Philippi, Lamping, and 
several others, to be resolved by although, because only thus is there yielded 
the logically correct preparation for the notion of roAA7 pakpofvuia, which is 
a self-denying one ; the 6éAew évdei=acbat x.7.A. is the constant. essential char- 
acteristic of the holy God, and yet He has borne, etc. The analysis : because 
God willed (so most, including de Wette, Riickert, van Hengel), yields the 
sense that God has, in order thereupon to issue all the more evidently a penal 
judgment, endured patiently, etc. ; but this would not amount to a roA27 
paxpobvuia, but in fact to a delay occasioned by an ungodlike motive, and 
having in view the heaping up of wrath. Unworthy of God, and only ren- 
dered possible by the importation of parenthetical thoughts, is the sense 
which Hofmann educes: God has not so borne with those men, that He 
would jirst see how it would be with them, in order then to deal with them 
accordingly ; but He has done so with the will already withal firmly settled, 
to prove, etc. That negative and this already firm settlement of will are 
read between the lines. —OéAwy is placed at the head of the sentence, in 


1 Hofmann asserts, with singular dogma- to a stronger reply. Why not? It intro- 
tism, that the metabatic 5é (Hartung, I. p. duces a new point (Bauemlein, p. 90). 
165) is not fitted to introduce the transition 
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order by contrast the more forcibly to prepare the mind for the notion for 
which it is intended to prepare, that of the paxpofvuia, Td duvatdv avrod is 
what is possible to Him, what He is in a position to do. Comp. vill. 3, 76 
adbvarov tov véuov. Xen. Hell. i. 4. 18, tod tHe wb2ew¢ dvvatod. As to the 
matter itself, see 8 Mace. ii. 6. The aorist 7veyxev does not refer to the long 
forbearance with Pharaoh (Chrysostom, de Wette, and most) ; the reference 
‘to him has been already concluded with ver. 18 ; but Paul intends generally 
the time hitherto (which will in like manner run on under this divine long- 
suffering up to the Parousia), when God has still restrained the will of His 
holiness, and has not yet accomplished the destruction of the objects of His 
wrath, which He will do for the first time in judgment. The oxetin opyic, 
without the article, vessels of wrath, denotes not some, but such cxeby gen- 
erally,’ qgualitatwely understood, namely, vessels which are prepared (ver. 
20 f.) to experience God’s wrath on themselves, to be the objects of it. 
The effect of this wrath, which will go forth at the judgment, is everlasting 
destruction ;* hence katnpr. ec axdr., adjusted for destruction (not ‘‘ripe for 
destruction,” as Weiss and Hofmann explain), serves to bring the paxpobupia 
into still clearer relief, which is not that which zaits for the self-decision of 
human freedom (Beyschlag), especially for amendment (in, opposition to 
Bengel, Tholuck, and others), but that which delays the penal judgment 
(comp. on Luke xviii. 7), the prolongatio irae, Jer. xv. 15, et al. [See 
Note CVI. p. 401.] The passage ii. 4 f. is no protest against this view, 
since the apostle does not there, as in the present passage, place himself at 
the standpoint of the absolute divine will. The subject who has adjusted 
those concerned for azéAeca is God ;* and any saving clause whereby the 
passive sense is made to disappear, or the passive expression—which, after 
ver. 20 f., not even a certain refinement of piety is to be suggested as un- 
derlying—is made to yield the sense that they had adjusted themselves for 
destruction, or had deserved it (see Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, and many ; also Steudel, Olshausen, 
Reithmayr, Beck, Hofmann, and Krummacher), is opposed to the literal 
meaning and to the context (ver. 21). See also Lamping, p, 218. Hof- 
mann’s interpretation especially : ‘‘ who had advanced to that point, and 
Sound themselves therein,” is wrecked on his incorrect explanation of ri pe 
In «ai iva «.7.4., kai is also, introducing, in addition 
to the object involved in the previous év 702 waxpobuuia, that accessory ob- 
ject which God had in view in enduring the vessels of wrath in reference to 
vessels of mercy (the use of the genit. éAéove corresponds to that of dpyic, ver. 


éroinoac olTwc, ver. 20. 


1 And that so that both kinds of vessels 
exist among Jews and Gentiles (see ver. 


against this view. Comp. Ritschl, De tira 
Dei, p. 15, This remark also applies against 


24); in opposition to van Hengel, who 
thinks that the vessels of wrath represent 
only the Jewish people; comp. also Weiss 
and others. 

2 Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 166 f., errone- 
ously refers the épy7 and the dméAca to 
time, as opposed to eternity. The employ- 
ment of eis défay in contrast is decisive 


Beyschlag, p. 57, who thinks that I change 
notions pertaining to the history of Gods 
kingdom into abstract dogmatic ones. As 
though the everlasting améAeva and the ever- 
lasting Sofa were not precisely the ésswes of 
that kingdom’s history / 

3 Comp. also Estius and Lechler, apost. 
Zeit, p, 123, 
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22). Besides His great long-suffering towards those, He would also make 
known how rich in glory He was towards these. For had He not go 
patiently tolerated the cxety dpyjc, but already caused the penal judgement 
to set in upon them (which is to be thought of as setting in along with the 
Parousia, not antecedently to this, like the destruction of Jerusalem), He 
would have had no space in which to make known His glory on oxebeouw 
[See Note CVII. p. 401.] But this purpose was to be served ex- 
actly by that long period of forbearance, during which such cei) as were 
prepared beforehand by God for eternal dééa should through their calling 
(ver. 24) be led to Christ, and thereby the fulness of the divine glory should 
be made known in respect to them ; which making known is matter of fact 
(Eph. iii. 10). In rie dé. airod, the context directs us to think of the 
divine majesty in relation to its beneficent glory, its glory in the bestowal of 
blessing ; but ei¢ défav, as the opposite of ei¢ axHA., denotes the everlasting 
Messianic glory (vill. 21, 30). The verbs érowudfecv and xaraprivew are not as 
different from one another as evistence (Dasein) is from mode of existence 
(Sosein),—an assertion of Hofmann’s as incorrect as it is devoid of proof,— 
but éroyudfew also denotes to constitute qualitatively, to prepare in the cor- 
responding quality (1 Cor. ii. 9; Eph. ii. 10; Philem. 22; Matt. iii. 3; 
Luke i. 17, ii. 31; John xiv. 2, et al.). Co here pspecialiaes Tim. ii. 
21. Against such an error the well-known reflexive use of érowdfew éavrdv 
(Rev. viii. 6, xix. 7) should have warned him, as well as the equivalent use 
of the mide (1 Mace. v. 11, xii. 27, and very frequently in the classics). 
It is solely with a view to variety and illustration that Paul uses for the 
same notion the two verbs, of which Hofmann rationalizes the érowafev to 
mean : ‘‘that it is God who has caused those who attain to glory to come in- 
to being for the end of possessing the glory, to which they thereupon attain 
by the fact that He pours forth His own upon them.” Nor is there any- 
thing peculiar to be sought behind the change from passive to active ; the 
transition to the active was more readily suggested by the thought of the 
activity of love. The mpo in rponroiwacev is not to be disregarded (see on 
Eph. ii. 10) ; nor is it to be referred to the time before birth, nor to the 
aecterna, electio (the latter is the act of God, which before time preceded the 
pracparatio) ; but to the fact that God has so previously fashioned the oxet 
éAéove, before He makes known His glory on them (just as the potter fash- 
ions the vessel), that is, has constituted in them that ethical personality, 
which corresponds to their destination to obtain eternal ddéa through Christ.’ 
In ér? the act of making known is contemplated as extending over the men, 
who are its objects. If, with Beza and Fritzsche (Conject. p. 29; not 
abandoned in his Comment. p. 348 f., but placed alongside of the ordinary 
mode of connection), we should make «ai iva yvupioy «.7.A. dependent, if not 


éAéouc. 


1 Thus the mpoeroudgew, to prepare before- 
hand, isto be understood according to the 
context (vv. 21, 22), in the real sense, there- 
fore, of actual constituting, as previously 
kxatynpt., and notin the sense of the mere 
predestination in the divine counsel (Phi- 
lippi), to which also the explanation of 


Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 40, amounts, who rep- 
resents God as haying eternally before Him 
‘“‘the whole future state of the facts as to the 
decision” of the subjects, and dealing ac- 
cordingly. Comp. Matt. xxv. 34, 41; 2 Tim, 
i1.21; Eph, ii. 10. , 
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simply on xaryprispéva (Riickert), yet on Karnpt. ei¢ ardAecav (so also Bey- 
schlag), in which case cai would have to be taken most simply as and, the 
entire balance of the discourse would be deranged, inasmuch as the impor- 
tant thought kai iva yvopicn x.7.2., on which the whole sequel depends, 
would be subordinated to a mere secondary definition. The centre of 
gravity of the argument lies in the bearing with the vessels of wrath on the 
part of the divine long-suffering ; and therzof in ver. 23 there is brought 
forward an explanation glorifying God, which is added in respect to the 
The connection above referred to would also certainly yield a 
severity of thought, a rigowr of telic view, which, granting all the boldness 
of deduction with which Paul follows out the idea of predestination, yet 
finds nothing further in accord with it in the whole treatise ; the thought, 
namely, that God has made ready the oxeiy opyj¢ for destruction, in order, 
through the effect of the contrast,* the more fully to make known His glory in 
the oxebeoe éAéovc. —It is further to be remarked, (1) That the interrogative 
conditional sentence forming an aposiopesis terminates with ver. 23, and is 
not (with Fritzsche) to be extended to ver. 24, since all that follows from 
ver. 25 onward belongs to the topic started in ver. 24. (2) That we are not, 
following Reithmayr and older commentators with Philippi,* to supply a 
second et between «ai and iva in ver. 23, and to assume that Paul had intended 
at the close of ver. 238 to say, éxddecev avtobc, but that he at once directed 
his glance at the concretes, and therefore wrote ofc kat éxa2ecev jac instead 
of éxddecev aitobc. Thereby a rambling and confusion in the presenting of 
his thoughts is, quite unnecessarily, imputed to the apostle, which would be 
very glaring, particularly in a dialectic passage so stamped throughout with 
clearness, definiteness, and precision as the present. Similarly, but still 


oxetn éhéovc.* 


1 Beyschlag incorrectly objects, that thus sistent interpolation, with an elastic inter- 


the notion of long-suffering is deprived of 
its value ; for it isno more such, if it is ex- 
ercised not for the sake of its objects, but 
for the love of others. This does not take 
account of the fact that Paul has certainly 
expressed with sufficient definiteness, by his 
kai before tva, that he is speaking only of 
an aim which subsisted along with others, 
not of that which took place alone. 

2 Beyschlag here pushes to the utmost 
his explanation from the history of God's 
kingdom, in order to obtain the very oppo- 
site of this rigour: “If God now drives the 
Jewish people through hardening towards 
destruction, He does certainly no more 
towards them than what they have richly 
deserved (?); but, at the same time, by 
breaking the brittle shell of Judaism, in 
which the gospel has germinated (?), He 
turns the same to account for the unfet- 
tered adoption of the Gentile world, and 
brings in, along with the day of judg- 
ment (?) on Israel, the day likewise (?) of the 
glorification of the community chosen (?) 
by Him out of all the world.” This is con- 


pretation of the strict notions conveyed by the 
words. 

3In regard to my explanation, Philippi 
stumbles especially at the fact that Paul 
has not written emt tAeiova oxedn édé€ovs. 
But the apostle has in truth the two kinds 
of oxevy in view solely according to their 
quality ; the opposition thought of by him 
is purely qualitative ; a numerical compar- 
ison did not concern him. Had God not 
been so long-suffering towards vessels of 
wrath, He would not have been able to 
make known how richin glory He was 
towards men of an opposite sort—towards 
vessels of grace. The reflection is not con- 
cerned with how many of one and the other 
class were in reality extant; but with the 
fact that God, with His long-suffering exer- 
cised in spite of His holy will towards the 
first category, had purposed at the same 
time the making known of His é6£a respect- 
ing the second category. Philippi’s doubt, 
still expressed in the third edition, touches 
Fritzsche’s exposition, but hardly mine. 
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more confusedly, Tholuck. The language in-vv. 22, 23 is condensed and 
rich in thought, but runs on according to plan and rule in its form. (8) 
The apodosis (which on our understanding is not expressed) is not to be 
found in ver. 23, because this would only be possible by arbitrarily supplying 
hoe fecit, or the whole preceding chief sentence. So Ewald : ‘so He did that 
also, in order that He might make known, on the other hand, the riches of 
His glory, ete. ;” so also Th. Schott and Hofmann. — With our explanation 
agree substantially Calvin, Grotius, and several others ; including Winer, 
p. 530 [E. T. 570] ; Baur, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 200 ; Lamping and 
van Hengel, whilst Umbreit educes something which has no existence in the 
passage, as though it ran: ef dé dfeAev 6 Osd¢ . . . . GAW iveynev «7.2. (He 
has, on the contrary, endured, etc.). 

Ver. 24. [See Note CVIII. p. 401.] Not a confirmation of the design of 
the divine endurance expressed in ver. 23 (Hofmann), but as the continu- 
ation of the relative construction most readily suggests, the concrete mors 
precise designation of those intended by oxebn édéovc, and that for the confirma- 
tion of what was said of them by & xponroiuacer eic d6Eav. The xai denotes what 
is added to this rpoyroiu. é. 6. : as which oxebyn He has also called us to this 
glory of the Messianic kingdom. — otc] attracted by jac into the same gen- 
der. See Bernhardy, p. 302; Winer, p. 156 f. [E. T. 166]. The relative 
after an interrogative sentence has the emphasis of an oiro¢ yap (Kiihner, ad 
Xen. Mem. i. 2. 64) ; but the masculine is first introduced here, not in the 
preceding relative sentence (against Hofmann’s objection), because the 
neuter expression d@ mpoyroiu. was required by the conformity with the cor- 
relate xatypriouéva. —ob pdvov x.t.4.] Therefore without preference of the 
Jews. ‘‘Judaeus credens non est eo ipso vocatus, guod Judaeus est, sed 
vocatus est ev Judaeis,” Bengel. 

Ver. 25. Of the xa? é& éOviy" it is shown that it is in accordance with (dc) a 
divine prophetic utterance. The é£ ’Iovdaiwy required no confirmation from 
prophecy ; but the other statement required it the more, inasmuch as it was 
exactly the Gentiles who had become believing that had been introduced 
as oxety éAéove, in place of the Jews who had remained unbelieving. — 
év 76 ‘Qo.] in libro Hoseae: comp. Mark i. 2; John vi. 45 ; Acts vii. 42. 
The passage Hos. ii. 25 (the citation varies both from the LXX. and the 
original text) treats of the idolatrous people of the ten tribes, to whom God 
announces pardon and renewed adoption as the people of God. The apostle 
recognizes in this pardon the type of the reception of the Gentiles to salva- 
tion, and consequently, as its prophetically Messianic sense, a prediction of 
the calling of the Gentiles ; and from this point of view, which has its war- 


1 According to Hofmann (comp. his Weis- éOvav is quite inadmissible, as it is also for- 


sag.u. Hrf. I. p. 215, and Schriftoew. I. p. 251), 
Paul has referred the quotation to the Jew- 
ish people, in so far, namely, as it was 
called out of free grace, according to which 
the bestowal of grace promised by Script- 
ure appears as an act of God not founded 
on the condition of the subjects. But this 
after the immediately preceding aad «at é& 


bidden by the transition to Jsrael, which 
first appears in ver. 27. Very rashly, Hof- 
mann terms the establishing of the typi- 
cally prophetic reference to the Gentiles 
an ‘‘idle talk.” Comp. 1 Pet. ii, 10, with 
Wiesinger and Huther thereon. See also 
on x. 20. The simply correct view is 
already given by Chrysostom. 
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rant in the likeness of category to which the subjects belong (comp. Heng- 
stenberg, Christol. I. p. 251), he has also introduced the deviations from the 
words of the original and of the LXX., transposing the two parallel sen- 
tences, and rendering the thought épo 76 ob Jap pov «.7.2. (LXX.) by Karéow 
x.t.4., because the divine x2joue of the Gentiles loomed before him as the 
Messianic fulfilment of the saying. Yet we are not thereby justified in 
understanding ka2éow and KAyOjcovra, ver. 26, immediately in the sense of 
vocation (Fritzsche) ; for xaieiv tevd 71, to call any one to something, is without 
linguistic warrant, and the departure thus assumed from the original and 
from the LXX. would be wnnecessary, and would amount to a mechanical 
proceeding. On the contrary, xaAeiv is to be left in its ordinary significa- 
tion to name (comp. Hos. i. 6) ; the divine naming, however, as ‘‘ my people, 
my beloved,” of which the Gentiles were previously the very opposite, is in 
point of fact none other than just their calling to Messianic salvation, in con- 
sequence of which they are then named also from the human side vioi God 
Cavro¢ (ver. 26), and are therewith recognized according to the theocratic 
status which they have obtained. The vivid thought laid hold of the ex- 
pression «xaAéow the more readily, since in this word to call and to name form 
a single notion. Accordingly we must translate : I will name that which is 
not my people, my people; and her who is not beloved, beloved. Both expres- 
sions refer in the original to the significant names of a son (DY s) and of a 
daughter (WT) x) of the prophet, which he had been directed to give 
them as symbolically significant of the rejection of the people, Hos. i. 6-9. 
—On the od standing beside the noun with the article, where the denial 
refers to a concrete definite subject,.see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 276. 

"Ver. 26. Hos. ii. 1 (almost literally from the LXX., i. 10) is joined to the 
former passage, so that both are regarded as forming one connected decla- 
ration. Often so in Rabbinical usage, even when the passages belong to 
different writers. See Surenhusius, cara2A., p. 464. 45. — xa? éorac] TM, 
and it (the following) will come to pass. Comp. Acts. ti. 21. These words 
are included in those of the prophecy (see also the LXX.), and therefore a 
colon is not to be placed after xa/, as though they were the apostle’s (Hof- 
mann and others).—These words also treat, in Hosea himself, of the theo- 
cratic restoration of the exiled people of the kingdom of Ephraim, so that 
év t@ Téry ob' denotes Palestine, whither the outcasts were to return (not the 
place of exile, as Hengstenberg, I. p. 248, and others think). But Paul 
recognizes the antitypic fulfilment, as before at ver. 25, in the calling of the 
Gentiles, who, previously designated by God as not His people, become now, 
in consequence of the divine calling, sons of the living (true) God. See on ver. 
25. But in this sense of Messianic fulfilment, according to Paul, the réoc 
ov éppéOn avroic k.7.A. cannot be Palestine, as itis in the historical sense of the 
prophet ; nor yet is it ‘‘the communion of saints” (de Wette, comp. Baum- 
garten-Crusius : ‘‘the ideal state, the divine kingdom”), nor the ‘‘ coetus 
Christianorum, ubi diu dubitatum est, an recte gentiles reciperentur” 
(Fritzsche) ; but simply—and this is also the ordinary explanation—the locai- 


ay 


? For analogous examples of of after év 7. rom, see Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 182. 
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ity of the Gentiles, the Gentile lands. There, where they dwelt, there they, 
called by God to the salvation of the Messiah, were now named sons of the 
true God ; and there, too, it had been before said to them: Ye are not my 
people ! in so far, namely, as this utterance of rejection was the utterance 
of God, which, published to the Gentiles, is conceived, in the plastic spirit 
of poetry, as resounding in all Gentile lands. To suppose the locality with- 
out significance (Krehl), is inconsistent with its being so carefully designated. 
And to take év 76 rérw ot, with Ewald, not in a local sense at all, but in 
that of instead that, even if it agree with the Hebrew (comp. Hitzig), can- 
not be made to agree with the Greek words. The LXX. understood and 
translated WS D)P13 locally, and rightly so. 

Vv. 27, 28. If Paul has, in vv. 25, 26, shown aAAd Kai é& 20vHv to be based 
on prophecy, he now begins, seeing that the accepted Gentiles have taken 
the place of the excluded Jews, also to adduce prophetical evidence of the 
exclusion of the greater part of Israel. — dé] leads over to another prophet, 
who prophesies something further, and that concerning Jsrael: ‘‘ But 
Esaias cries respecting Israel, etc.” —xpdge.] Of the loud crying, and there- 
with peculiarly ¢émpassioned, profoundly moved, and urgent call of the 
speaker, comp. Acts xxiii. 6, xxiv. 21; John vii. 28, 87, xii. 44, 1. 15. — 
ixép| Like repi, in respect of} as, since Demosthenes, frequently with verbs 
of saying. The quotation is Isa. x. 22 f., not quite closely following the 
LXX., and with a reminiscence (6 dpiOu. tr. vidv ’Iop.) of Hos. ii. 1. —7d 
birédeyuua ow9.| The remnant concerned (with emphatic accentuation, z.e. not 
more than the remnant) will be sawed ; that is, in the sense of the apostle : 
out of the countlessly great people only that small number which remains after 
the rejection of the hardened mass will attain to the Messianic salvation.? With 


1 Only this view agrees with the connec- 
tion, since the prophet Hosea was previous- 
ly cited by name, and now another is like- 
wise introduced by name. Therefore we 
are not to say, with van Hengel, that by dé 
the prophet is placed in contradistinction 
to God Himself speaking. But Hofmann’s 
opinion, that the position of brép 70d “Iap. 
(for Paul has not placed tép dé tov ‘Ip. 
first) proves that ver. 25 refers to Israel, is in- 
correct ; because, if ver. 25 did not refer to 
the Gentiles, Paul would have had no rea- 
son for here adding wrép +. Iop., since in 
the very passage under citation Israelis ex- 
pressly zamed. The train of thoughtis: (1) 
Hosea gives the divine prediction respect- 
ing the not-God’s-people (respecting the 
Gentiles) yy. 25, 26; (2) but Zsaiah utters a 
prophecy which contains information re- 
specting the relation of Jsrael to the recep- 
tion of salvation. Thus doth prophets estab- 
lish what was said in ver. 24, od pdvov ef 
Tovdaiwy, dAAa Kal e€ €OvOv,—namely, Hosea 
the cai e& eOvav, and Isaiah the ob povov c& 
‘Iovdaiwy. Thus the emphasis in ver. 27 
lies primarily on ’Haatas 6é, whose prophecy, 


differing from the oracle of Hosea, is to be 
introduced by the significant xcpage wrép r. 
*Iop, Paraphrase somewhat thus: But 
Isaiah, what do we hear from him? We 
hear the cry respecting Jsrael, ete. 

2 Tiofmann misinterprets the passage in 
Isaiah, making it to mean that the whole 
people Israel, which shall return, be it never so 
numerous, is called a ‘‘remnant,” for the 
reason that it has come out of a severe time 
of distress. In correspondence with this 
sense, the passage, which is incorrectly 
translated by the LXX. (because they have 
éav yévytar, and add airdv to cardAcusnma), is 
held to be rightly understood by Paul: 
“thal the remnant which obtains salvation is 
one with the people, of which the case is sup- 
posed, that tt is then as numerous as the sand 
by the sea.” Against this it may be urged 
(1) that 13 23¥ INW according to the con- 
text (comp. also vii. 3) cannot mean: the 
return of the people will be the return 
of a remnant, so that the latter would be 
the people itself, but only: a remaining 
part (not the mass) will return in the people, 
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this understanding Paul employed the translation in the LXX.—not verb- 
aily exact, but corresponding to the Messianic reference—of 33wW" by cwbfae- 
ra: (which they understood of the deliverance by a return into Palestine) in 
the Messianic sense. In Isaiah the word refers to the return to God, 7s con- 
verted, of which the Messianic cdfecfa is just the consequence. 

Ver. 28. The Hebrew runs: ‘378 TAY 743 °2 NP yw yon jr2 
7I8T-22 37p2 Wy NISK2y NT. LExtirpation is decided,* streaming justice 
(i.e. penal justice) ; for extirpation and decision (penal decision) the Lord 
Jehovah Zebaoth makes (i.e. is on the point of executing) in the midst of the 
whole earth (on Zion). The LXX. did not understand these words, and 
translated them incorrectly (on how they came to do so, see Fritzsche, also 
Maier, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 190 f.). This cannot be denied ; nor 
are we, with Olshausen, to attempt to conceal or smooth over the fact by 
arbitrary interpretation of the Hebrew. Paul has nevertheless felt no 
scruple in abiding by their translation with a few unimportant deviations, 
since its sense is not less suitable than that of the original to the connection 
and object which the declaration here subserves. The words, as Paul has 
them, mean : ‘‘ Hor utterance-accomplishing and (as matter of fact, through 
a speedy execution of it) short-cutting in righteousness (is He) ; for a short- 
cut utterance (i.e. a saying in which the whole penal decision is summarily 
included) will the Lord bring to pass on the carth.” In reference to single 
expressions, remark : (1) Aéyov, which belongs to both participles, is neither 
decree (usually so taken, but this is not its meaning), nor matter of fact 
(Beza, Melanchthon, Castalio, Calvin, Koppe, Reithmayr, formerly also 
Hofmann, Weissag. wu. Hrf. Il. p. 213, and various others), which it never 
denotes with Paul, nor reckoning,*? which, in connection with voeiv, would 
be contrary to idiom, but dictwm, an utterance, which He has delivered ; 
and this indeed, in the first clause of the verse, which expresses the execu- 
tive justice of God in general, is to be understood quite generally ; comp. 
Erasmus, Paraphr. : ‘‘ quicquid dixit, plene praestet et quidem compendio.” 
In the second clause, on the other hand, which adduces proof of that gen- 
i.e. among the people,—the rest not. (2) 
The LXX. have understood the original 
substantially with perfect correctness, 
inasmuch as, instead of writing word 
for word 7. KatadA, cwéyo. ev adrots, they 
give the explanation: +. KkatradA. avtayv 


owOno. (8) Paul follows the LXX. in this, only 
passing over the self-understood avray. 


Job xv. 1), and because PW is understood 
with Drechsler contrary to the context, 
and unsuitably to the figurative ow 
(comp. viii. 7, xxviii. 15, 18). 

2 So now Hofmann, omitting (see critical 
notes) the words ev Stkatoovvy: tt Adyor cuv- 
teTHyM. The Adyor worecy is supposed to be 
the appointment of an accounting, which is 


That the LXX, render W71 by yernrar, and 
Paul writes 7 instead, is entirely unessen- 
tial. 

1 According to Hofmann, yon must be 
not predicate, but adjective : ‘‘ an end-mak- 
ing, which actually and truly makes an end,” 
which permits no further extension of the 
present state of the world; such an end- 
making will bring in the state of righteous- 
ness as with the force of waves. Incor- 
reotly, because thus })771 is made to con- 
tain something which is not in it (even at 


designated by ovvtedety as a settlement of ac- 
count, and by ovytéuvew as an abridged pro- 
cess of accounting. The notion of holding a 
reckoning is certainly expressed in the 
Greek writers by the familiar phrases Aé- 
yov AapBavery, Ud Tov Adyov ayev, Adyov aitety 
etc., but not by Adyor moecv, which has 
quite other significations, and in which 
Aoyos never means reckoning. Besides, cvv- 
Téuvey With Acyov demands for the latter, 
according to constant usage, the significa- 
tion of speech, saying. 
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eral description of God with the concrete case, the occurrence of which is 
predicted, the divine saying of ver. 27, delivered through the prophet, is in- 
tended. (2) ovvréuvecr, used of something that is said (speeches, answers, 
and the -like), like ovveipetv, never denotes in Greek anything else than to 
cut short,* and it is therefore inadmissible to depart from this signification 
of the cvvrouia Adyov (Plato, Phaedr. p. 267B). We must, however, observe 
that in ovvréuvov this ‘ comprising in short? must be a matter of fact, con- 
sisting in the short summary despatch of the matter (comp. LXX. Isa. xxviii. 
22; Eur. Rhes. 450), like our ‘cut it short ;” while, on the other hand, 
ovvretunuévov (perfect) refers to the concise, short, and stern style in which 
the saying itself is conceived (rd iréAeyupa culjcera !).2 Passages in which 
ovvréuvecy denotes overtake and the like (as Soph. Ant. 1090) have no bearing 
on the present one. Neither are we to adopt what Tholuck reads into it, 
that God will accomplish the promise delivered in Isa. x. 20, 21, only with 
great limitation of the number of the people, which would, besides, be not at 
all suitable to the perfect participle cuvrerunuévov. Moreover, the LXX. 
cannot have meant Adyov of the word of promise, but, according to the sense 
of the original, only of the penal judicial declaration. (8) év dvcasoobvy does 
not stand for the righteousness of faith (Fritzsche), but is to be referred, ac- 
cording to the context, as in the Hebrew, to the judicial righteousness of 
God. (4) The participles ovvrer. and ovvréuvwv require only éori to be sup- 
plied.* See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 776 ; Bernhardy, p. 470 ; Kiihner, II. 
1, p. 87. And (5) as respects the argumentative force of the yap, it lies in 
the fact that, if God causes such a penal judgment to be issued on Israel, 
the part of the people remaining spared, which obtains salvation, can only 
be the izdéAeua out of the mass, that which remains over. Incorrectly Hof- 
mann, in accordance with his erroneous interpretation of vv. 27, 28, ex- 
plains : So long as this present world-period endures, Israel’s final salvation 
might remain in suspense ; ‘‘ but Jehovah leaves it not on this footing, He makes 
an end and settles accounts with the world, and the remnant which is then Israel's 
people returns to Him and attains to salvation.” 

Ver. 29. Since the preceding prophecy was not introduced by kabéc or dc, 
we must here punctuate kai, callae mpoeipnxev ‘Hoaiac, ei ja) x.7.A., 80 that Paul 
adopts as his own‘ the words of Isa. i. 9 (closely following the LXX.): 


gat, de ea detrahens ad salutem pauciorum.” 
But so ovvtéuvey would amount to the 
sense of subjecting something in part to de- 
duction ; but it is not employed thus of 
speeches, but only of things, Thue. viii. 45. 2 


1 Plato, Protag. p. 8384 D, Zp. 8, p. 318 B; 
Aeschines, p. 32. 23; Euripides, Jph. A. 
1249, Aeol. fr. v. 2; Lucian, vis. accus. 28 5 
Soph. jfragm. 411, Dind.; 2 Macc. x. 10; 
Pflugk, ad Hur. Hee. 1180. 


2The Vulgate has, with literal correct- 
ness, rendered brevians and breviatum. Van 
Hengel abides by this signification, but as- 
sumes as the sense of ovytéuvwy: de ipsa 
tamen minatione nonnihil detrahens, so that 
God, in virtue of His righteousness, does 
not reject all, but saves a small part, con- 
sisting of the less refractory ; cvvtetunmevov 
he then makes dependent on moujoer: “ fa- 
ciet, ut dictum suum incisum sit, t.e. ut mina- 
tio sua plerosque tantum Judaeorum attin- 


tiv Te rcOohopav Evverepev), Xen. Hier. iv. 9, 
(ras Saravas cvvTéwvery). 

3 The subject, God, is here understood of 
itself according to the following context, 
so that it is unnecessary to parenthesize 
ére . . . moujoee in order to gain kvptos as 
subject, as van Hengel artificially pro- 
poses. 

4To supply an apodosis (Philippi: otrw cai 
vov éxev) is therefore completely superfluous, 
and consequently arbitrary. 
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‘“« And, as Isaiah has prophesied, if the Lord of Zebaoth had not left behind to 
us a seed (in the sense of the apostle, this is that very ixézeupa of ver. 27, 
which, like seed out of which new fruit grows, preserves and continues the 
true people of God), we should have become as Sodom, and like to Gomorrah ;” 
the whole nation (by exclusion from Messianic salvation) would have with- 
out exception perished (fallen unto azéAeva). — zpoeip.] Not to be under- 
stood, with Baumgarten-Crusius and van Hengel, following Erasmus, Beza, 
Calvin, Grotius, Michaelis, and others: has said at an earlier place, for local 
specifications of this kind are quite unusual in quotations with Paul, and 
here such reference would be without significance. It is used in the pro- 
' phetie sense ; the prophet has said of the fate of the people in Ais time, with 
a forecast of its corresponding fate in the present time, what holds good 
of Israel's present ; the mass of its people is hardened by divine judgment, 
and forfeits salvation, and only a holy orépyua is left to it.’— &¢ Tou.|] Two 
modes of conception are intermixed : become like, and become as, LXX., Hos. 
iv. 6; Ezek. xxxli. 2; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 140 f. Compare the classical 
connection of éuovoc and éuoiwe With d¢ and dazep. 

Vv. 30-33. [See Note CIX. p. 402.] The blame of their exclusion rests 
upon the Jews themselves, because they strove after righteousness not by faith, but 
by works ; they took offence at Christ. Observe how Paul here ‘‘ with the 
fewest words touches the deepest foundation of the matter” (Ewald). 

Vv. 30, 31. From the preceding prophecies, ver. 25 ff. (not with particular 
regard to ver. 16, as de Wette), Paul now, in order to prepare the transition 
to the dati; 6re K.7.A., Ver. 32, draws the historical result, and that in the 
form of question and answer : ‘‘ What shall we say then ? (we shall say) that 
Gentiles, they who strove not after righteousness, have obtained righteous- 
ness, but righteousness which proceeds from faith ; while Israel, on the 
contrary, in spite of its endeavour after the law which justifies, has not 
attained to this law.” Others take érz . . . 2g6ace to be a question, namely 
either ; ‘‘ What are we to say to the fact, that Gentiles, etc.?” So, following 
Theodore of Mopsuestia and others, Heumann, Flatt, Olshausen, also Morus, 
who takes érz as because. Or: ‘‘ What are we therefore to say? Are we to 
say that Gentiles, etc. ?” ‘So Reiche, who is then compelled to consider dx. 
dé THv éx mor. AS aN answer inserted as in a dialogue, and to see in ver. 32 
the ‘‘ removal of the ground of the objection by a disclosure of the cause of 
the phenomenon, which has now no longer anything surprising init.” But 
Reiche’s view is to be rejected, partly on the ground that the insertion of a 
supposed answer, duc. dé r. é« w., is a makeshift and unexampled in Paul’s 
writings ; partly because érv . . . éd@ace, even with the exclusion of dux. dé 
Tr. é m., contains complete Pauline truth, and consequently does not at all 
resemble a problematic inquiry, such as Paul elsewhere introduces by 7é 
épovuev, and then refutes as erroneous (see iv. 1). This, too, in opposition to 
Th. Schott, who, taking ri oby . . . dixasootymv; as a single independent 
question (What shall we now say to the fact, that Gentiles, etc.), then finds 


1Comp, on mpoeip., Acts i. 16; Plato, Rep. p. 619 C; Lucian, Jov. Frag. 30; Polyb. 
vi. 3. 2. 
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the answer in dixacocivny d2 ix riorewc, but afterwards, no less strangely than 
groundlessly, proposes to connect dvazi immediately, no punctuation being 
previously inserted, with the proposition "IopajA 62 «.7.A. Finally, it is 
decisive against Heumann and others, that the answer of ver. 82, érz ob« «.7.A., 
does not concern the Gentiles at all (see ver. 30). — ivy] Gentiles (comp. ii. 
14), not the Gentiles as a collective body. On the part of Gentiles righteous- 
ness was obtained, etc. — ra ju diox.| They, whose endeavour (for they had 
not a revelation, nor did they observe the moral law) was not directed towards 
becoming righteous, they obtained righteousness, but—and hereby this 
paradox of sacred history is solved—that which proceeds from faith. In 
the first two instances dx. is used without any special definition from the 
Christian point of view ; the latter only comes to be introduced with the 
third dix. — dé] comp. iii. 22 ; Phil. ii. 8. — On the figurative diéxecy, borrow- 
ed from the running for the prize in the racecourse, as also on the correlate 
karaAauBaverr, comp. Phil. iii. 12-14; 1 Cor. ix. 24; 1 Tim. vi. 11, 12; 
Ecclus. xi. 10, xxvii. 8 3 on didxew dixacocivyv, Plato, Rep. p. 545 A. Ob- 
serve the threefold dicacoctvyv, as in ver. 31 the repetition of vduov dixacoo. 
The whole passage is framed for pointed effect : ‘‘ Vehementer auditorem 
commovet ejusdem redintegratio verbi . . . quasi aliquod telum saepius 
perveniat in eandem partem corporis.” <Awct. ad Herenn. iv. 28. 

Vy. 31,7 32. Israel, on the contrary, striving after the law of righteousness, 
has (in respect to the mass of the people) not attained to the law of righteous- 
ness. —vojov dixatoc.| The law affording righteousness. Quite erroneous is 
the view of Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Bengel, Heu- 
mann, that it isa hypallage for dixatoctvyy véuov ; and that of Riickert and 
K6llmer is arbitrary, that Paul, in his effort after brevity and paradox, has 
used a condensed phrase for riv véuov d¢ véuov dix. On the contrary, the jus- 
tifying law is in both instances (comp. dixacocbvyv, ver. 380) to be left with- 
out any more precise concrete definition, and to be regarded as the ideal 
(comp. also Fritzsche and Philippi), the reality of which the Israelites strove 
by their legal conduct to experience in themselves (to possess), but did not obtain. 
The justifying law | this is the idea, which they pursued, but to the reality 
they remained strangers. If, finally, we chose, with many others (including 
Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, Kélner, Krehl, de Wette), to understand the 
first véu. duc. of the historical Mosaic law, and the second of Christianity, 
6iéxwv would be opposed to us ; for this, according to ver. 30, expresses not 
the endeavour to fulfil the law, but the endeavour to possess the law, as, indeed, 
ov é¢Oace el¢ Must correspond to xcaréAaBe in ver. 30, and therefore must sim- 
ply denote non pervenit (Vulg.), not : non praevenit (Erasmus, Estius, Ham- 
mond, and others, including Ewald and Jatho). Comp. on Phil. iii. 16. 
The reading of Lachmann, eic¢ véyoy oi é¢8ace, Which Hofmann follows, is ex- 
plained by the latter : Israel was set upon fulfilling a law which teaches what is 
right (dtdxcov véuov dtxavocbync), but did not thereby succeed, did not become 


1 Ver. 31, although belonging to the an- dent proposition, because thus more em-. 
swer to the zi ovv époduev, and therefore phatic, and because dcart, ver. 32, refers 
regarded by many as still dependent on om, only to ver. 31. 
is nevertheless better taken as an indepen- 
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Evvopoc (cic véuov ork épface) ; because the law remained for it, likea 
shadow, ever only near, but unattainable, thus Israel had not at all come 
to have its standpoint generally in a law and to live in it, neither in that of the 
Old Testamént, which it sought to follow, nor in that of the New Testament, 
on which it turned its back. An entirely subjective artificial complication 
of ideas, with invented accessories, and not even historically correct, since 
in fact the Israelites stood and lived only too much év véum and as évvopor, 
but could not withal attain to the véuoc duxatocbyac. This dtxatocbrys 
is the tragic point of the negative counter-statement, and hence is indis- 
pensable in the text. — did ri] sc. cig vdéuov dix. obk Edfacev; aNSWer : Gtx obK éK 
riorewc. 8c. sdiwEav vduov dix. For, had they started from faith in their striv- 
ing, they would have obtained in Christianity the realization of their en- 
deavour, the véuov dexacoobvyc ; through faith in Christ, to whom the law al- 
ready points (iii. 31, x. 5 ff. ; John v. 46), they would have become right- 
eous, and would thus in the gospel have reaily attained what floated before 
them as an idea, the justifying law. — dc é ipy.| oc can neither denote a 
hypocritical conduct (Theophylact), nor preswmed works (Fritzsche), nor 
quasi (van Hengel, following the Vulgate) ; for, indeed, the Jews really seé 
out from the works of the law in their endeavour. On the contrary, it 
means : Because their dvéxeww was in the way, in which a didxew starting from 
works is constituted ; the (perverted) kind and quality of the endeavour’ is 
designated, comp. 2 Cor. i. 17; John i. 14. The é= &p). is by dc brought 
into fuller relief ; see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 757 £. — xpocéxowav x.7.2] without 
yap (see critical remarks), but thus coming in all the more strikingly : they 
stumbled, etc. ; that is the fatal fact, which befell them in their d:éxew, and 
caused that they ov« éx riotewe x.t.A. Had they not stumbled at the stone of 
stumbling, they would have entered on the right line of endeavour éx zéarswe, 
instead of their perverted one dg é& Zpywv véuov. The simple appropriateness, 
clearness, and force, with which the rpooékopav «.r.A. is thus introduced, 
must exclude the connection with aA” é¢ é& pyr vduov (Lachmann), fol- 
lowed also by Th. Schott (‘‘ but, as cowld not but happen in consequence of 
works, came to ruin on the stone of stumbling”). The AiGo¢ zpockéuparoc, 
the stone on which one stumbles (trips), is Christ, in so far as occasion for un- 
belief is taken at his manifestation (especially at His death on the cross, 1 
Cor. i. 23). Comp. Luke ii. 34 ; 1 Pet. ii. 7, 8. The figure is in perfect 
correspondence with the conception of the diéxscv, and was perhaps selected 
in anticipation of the passage of Scripture to be adduced. Aptly, moreover, 
Theophylact remarks : 2/0. rpook. «. wétpa cxavd. ard rod TéAove Kat Tie ExBdoewe 
Tov anloTyoavTwY wvduacTa 6 Xpictd¢* avtd¢e yap Ka? éavtdy Gewédvog kai Edpaiopa 
éréOn. 

Ver. 33. This rpooékopar 76 Ai0p Tt. tpoox. ensued—and this is the dela poipa 


1To this, according to the real sense, of dudceev can be supplied. Hofmann has, 
Philippi’s explanation amounts ; taking ds, in consistency with his erroneous under- 
however, of the subjective conception of the standing of ver. 31, extorted from the 
Sdkovres, equivalent to ws POnodmevor x.7.Ad. words the sense, “‘ ¢hat Israel fancied iiself to 
This is inadmissible, because, as with ek be in the position of a doing, by virtue of 
mior., 80 also with é épywv, only the notion which it was in pursuit of the law of God.” 
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herein—in conformity with the prophetic declaration, according to which 
Christ is laid as the stone of stumbling in Isracl (év Siév, as the theocratic scat 
of the people), and faith on Him would have been that very thing which 
would have preserved them from the forfeiture of salvation.—Isa. xxviii. 16 
and viii. 14 are blended into one declaration, with a free but pertinent va- 
riation both from the original and also from the LXX. With Jsaiah, in the 
Jirst passage, the theocracy—the kingdom of Jehovah,! whose sacred basis 
and central seat is the temple—is the stone laid by God ; and in the second, 
God Himself is the stone of stumbling and the rock of offence for His ene- 
mies, But Paul (comp. 1 Pet. ii. 6-8) justly perceives in the passages proph- 
ecies of the Messiah (as do also the Rabbins), and, in connection with the Messi- 
anic character, of all the glory and triumph of the theocracy, the fulfiller of 
which is the Messiah. — 6 mor. éx. ato] he who relies on Him, in the Messi- 
anic fulfilment : he who believes on Christ. Comp. x. 11; 1 Tim. i. 16; 1 
Pet. ii. 6 ; Luke xxiv. 25. Christ, the object of faith, is conceived of as 
He to whom faith adheres as its foundation (comp. Bernhardy, p. 250) ; 
there is therefore no need of the circumlocution : ‘“ fidem im Deo ponit 
Christo fretus” (van Hengel). See also on Matt. xxvii. 42, and comp. éar/- 
few éri, xv. 12. We may add that vac, if it were the genuine reading, 
would not have the emphasis ; but the latter lies upon 6 morebwr, as the op- 
posite of xpookérrev. —KkatacyxvvOycera| The LXX. have this verb (xaraso- 
xvviq), apparently deviating from the original text, Isa. xxviii. 16, where 
probably they have merely given an inaccurate translation of WT, accord- 
ing to the approximate sense, and have not adopted another reading, namely 
wa’ (Reiche, Olshausen, Hofmann).—In the sense of the Messianic fulfil- 
ment of the saying, ‘‘ he will not be put to shame” means, ‘‘ he will not for- 
Jett the Messianic salvation.” Comp. on v. 5. 


Remark.—The contents of ix. 6-29, as they have been unfolded by pure ex- 
egesis, certainly exclude, when taken in and by themselves, the idea of a decree 
of God conditioned by human moral self-activity, as indeed God’s absolute activ- 
ity, taken as such by itself, cannot depend on that of the individual. On the 
other hand, a fatalistic determinism, the ‘‘tremendum mysterium” of Calvin, 
which, following the precedent of Augustine, robs man of his self-determination 
and free personal attitude towards salvation, and makes him the passive ob- 
ject of divine sovereign will, may just as little be derived as a Pauline doctrine 
from our passage. It cannot be so, because our passage is not to be considered 
as detached from the following (vv. 30-33, chap. x. xi.); and because, gener- 
ally, the countless exhortations of the apostle to obedience of faith, to steadfast- 
ness of faith and Christian virtue, as well as all his admonitions on the possi- 
bility of losing salvation, and his warnings against falling from grace, are just 
so many evidences against that view, which puts aside the divine will of love, 
and does away the essence of human morality and responsibility. See also, 
against the Calvinistie exposition, Beyschlag, p. 2 ff. If we should assume, 
with Reiche and Kdllner, Fritzsche and Krehl, that Paul, in his dialectie 


_ 1§ee the varying interpretations in Gesenius, Drechsler, Hofmann. The latter under- 
stands the house of David. 
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ardour, has allowed himself to be carried away into self-contradiction,' we 
should thus have a self-contradiction so palpable, and yet so extremely grave 
and dangerous in a religious and ethical aspect, making the means of grace il- | 
lusory, and striking so heavily at the Christian moral idea of divine holiness 
and of human freedom,—that we should least of all suppose this very apostle 
to be capable of it; for, on the one hand, his penetration and his dia- 
lectic ability well might, just as, on the other hand, his apostolic illumina- 
tion in particular, and the clearness and depth of his own moral experience 
must, have guarded him against it. But this affords no justification of 
the practice which has been followed by those of anti-predestinarian views 
from the time of Origen and Chrysostom (see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 
14 ff.) until now (see especially Tholuck on vy. 16-18, 20-22, and also Weiss, 
ib. ; comp. Gerlach, letzte Dinge, 1869, p. 159), of importing into the clear 
and definite expressions of the apostle in this place, and reading be- 
tween the lines, the moral self-determination and spontaneity of man as the 
correlate factor to the divine volition.? On the contrary, a correct judgment 
of the deterministic propositions of vv. 15-23 lies in the middle between the 
admission, which is psychologically and morally impossible, of a self-contradic- 
tion, and the importation, which is exegetically impossible, of conceptions of 
which the apostolic expression is the stark opposite—somewhat as follows. 
Seeing that the mode of the concurrence, so necessary in the moral world, of 
the individual freedom and spontaneity of man on one side, and the absolute 
self-determination and universal efficiency of God on the other, —which latter, 
however, as such by no means lacks the immanent law of holiness (against 
the objection of Beyschlag, p, 20),—is incomprehensible by human reflection, so 
long, that is, as it does not pass out of the sphere of the Christian fundamental 


1 Fritzsche, IT. p. 550: ‘* Melius sibi Pau- 
lus consensisset, si Aristotelis, non Gamali- 
elis alumnus fuisset.”’ 

2 This practice of importing is obvious, 
among the Greek Fathers, especially in 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and among 
modern theologians since the precedent of 
Arminius (see Beyschlag, p. 9 ff.), but espe- 
cially in Tholuck’s paraphrase.of the pas- 
sages in question. Thus he paraphrases, 
é.g., ver. 17: “How greatly this is the case, 
is shown according to Scripture in Pharaoh, 
of whom, én spite of his running against the 
divine will, it is said, ete.”? Again, in ver. 
18: ‘‘Thus God executes His decree of 
mercy on those who desire to become blessed 
through mercy [ov 6édec!], and hardens those 
who in their resistance reject such decree 
of grace” [dv dé\ec]. Tt is self-evident that, 
with such importations and alterations of 
the sense, no text is any longer sufficiently 
safe from the subjectivity of its interpreter. 
See, against such methods, the in the main 
apt observations of Baurin the Theol. Jahrb. 
1857, p. 196 ff., and in his V. 7. Theol. p. 182 
ff. Lechler also, Apost. Zeit. p. 122 ff., 
passes an unprejudiced and correct judg- 
ment; whilst Weiss, by the mediating sug- 


gestion that God may determine, according 
to His unlimited will, fo what condition He 
will annex His grace, can by no means ayail 
against the clearness and definiteness of 
the text; and Hofmann, by the intermin- 
gling of rationalizing attempts to explain 
the details, cannot remove the difficulties. 
Philippi (Glaubensl. IV. 1, p. 118) rightly 
leaves the absolute divine freedom in the 
bestowal of salvation, as Paul dwells on it, 
intact, and connects with this result the 
solution which is disclosed by Paul himself 
in reference to that, at first sight, one-sided 
theory at the close of this very chapter, and 
in chap. x.and xi. The doctrine of election 
of Schleiermacher pours unbiblical notions 
into the mould of biblical expressions, and 
finishes with a general apokotastasis ; whilst 
in the Hegelian school, to which evil is a 
necessary element in the absolute process, 
the positive fundamental doctrines of the 
gospel as to sin, grace, regeneration, and 
reconciliation with God, when they are 
thought to be raised at all to their notion 
[Begriff], find no longera place. For the 
history of doctrine in modern times here 
concerned, see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, 
p. 366 ff. 
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view into the unbiblical identity-sphere of the pantheistic view, in which indeed 
freedom has no place at all;! as often as we treat only one of the two truths : 
“God is absolutely free and all-efficient,” and ‘Man has moral freedom, and 
is, in virtue of his proper self-determination and responsibility as liberum 
agens, the author of his salvation or perdition,’’ and carry it out in a consistent 
theory and therefore in a one sided method, we are compelled to speak in such 
a manner, that the other truth appears to be annulled. Only appears, however ; for, 
in fact, all that takes place in this case is a temporary and conscious withdraw- 
ing of atlention from the other. In the present instance Paul found himself in 
this case, and he expresses himself according to this mode of view, not merely 
in a passing reference, vy. 20, 21 (Beyschlag), but in the whole reasoning of vy. 
6-29. In opposition to the Jewish conceit of descent and of works, he desired 
to establish the free and absolute sovereign power of the divine will and action, 
and that the more decisively and exclusively, the less he would leave any ground 
for the arrogant illusion of the Jews, that God must be gracious to them. The 
apostle has here wholly taken his position on the absolute standpoint of the 
theory of pure dependence upon God, and that with all the boldness of clear 
consistency ;? but only until he has done justice to the polemical object 
which he has in view. He then returns (see vv. 30 ff.) from that abstraction to 
the human-moral standpoint of practice, so that he allows the claims of both 
modes of consideration to stand side by side, just as they exist side by side 
within the limits of human thought. The contemplation—which lies beyond 
these limits—of the metaphysical relation of essential interdependence between 
the two,—namely objectively divine, and subjectively human, freedom and ac- 
tivity of will,—necessarily remained outside and beyond his sphere of view ; 
as he would have had no occasion at all in this place to enter upon this prob- 
lem, seeing that it was incumbent upon him to crush the Jewish pretensions 
with the one side only of it—the absoluteness of God. The fact that, and the 
extent to which, the divine elective determination is nevertheless no ‘* delectus 
militaris,”’ but is immanently regulated in God Himself by His holiness, and 
consequently also conditioned by moral conditions on the human side, does 
not enter into his consideration at all for the moment. It is introduced, how- 
ever, in ver. 30 ff., when the one-sided method of consideration temporarily 
pursued is counterbalanced, and the ground, which had been given up fora 
while in an apologetic interest to the doctrinal definition of an absolute decree, 
is again taken away. Comp. also Beck J. c. and Baur, newt. Theol. p. 182 ff. 
But when Beyschlag places chap. ix. under /he point of view, that the discus- 
sion therein relates not to a decree, antecedent to time, for men’s everlasting salva- 
tion or perdition, but only to their adoption or non-adoption into the historical 
kingdom of God (thus into Christianity), and that of the Jews and (entiles as 
the two groups of mankind, not of individual men, and when he finds the true 
key of exposition in this view; his idea cannot be justified by the simple ex- 


1 To say nothing at all of the modern ma- 
terialism (Vogt, Moleschott, Biichner, and 
others), according to which spirit is replac- 
ed by the exertion of force in brain-sub- 
stance, nerve-material, change of matter, 
and in material substrata generally. See on 
it, and its relation to theology, Rosenkranz 
in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1864, p. 225 ff. 


2He says by no means only how God 
could proceed without violating a claim of 
right (Julius Miiller, v. d. Stinde, I. p. 514, 
ed. 5), but how He does proceed. Older ex- 
positors have also endeavoured to help 
themselves with this problematic paraphra- 
sis. See, ¢g., Flacius, Olav. I. p. 387. 
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egesis of chap. ix., and without anticipating the contents of chap. x. and sates 
and the difficulty in principle, which is involved in the entirely free self-deter- 
mination of the divine will, remains—while it is transferred to the sphere of 
the action of God in the historical government of the world—even thus unremoved. 


Notes py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


CI. Chaps. ix.—xi. 


In chapters ix.—xi. the second main objection to the doctrine of justification by 
faith is considered—namely, that, by reason of the rejection of all unbelieving 
Jews which it involves, it contradicts the promises of God and His covenant with 
His chosen people. The preceding section (vi.—viii.) has reference to an objec- 
tion of a general character ; this section refers to one that arises from the Jewish 
standpoint and belongs in the sphere of the thought and controversy of the time 
when the Epistle was written. (See Note LXIV.) Accordingly we find the Apos- 
tle, as he turns to the discussion of this difficulty, proceeding in a similar course 
to that which he takes in ch. ii. He prepares the way carefully—in this case, 
by a declaration of his affection for and sympathy with the Jews as his own 
countrymen—for the statement of the true view of the covenant and promises 
which they had fatally misinterpreted. This declaration is repeated, in sub- 
stance, at the opening of chs. x. and xi.—a fact which shows the delicacy of the 
task which he was now undertaking. There are in this section three principal 
subdivisions, which correspond very nearly with the arrangement of the 
chapters ; only that the second one begins at ix. 30, instead of x.1. The sub- 
ject of these divisions is given in Meyer’s note introductory to the chapters. 
The final purpose of the Apostle is to show that in this darkest and most mys- 
terious part, as it might seem, of God’s administration of the world, the end in 
view was mercy and blessing to all_Jews and Gentiles alike. The summation 
of the whole, as it were, is in the exclamation of wonder and praise, xi. 33-36. 
As everywhere in the Epistle, so even in this portion of it, Paul’s mind is filled 
with a sense of the infinite goodness of God, and with joy in the thonght of 
the free salvation which was designed for men of all nations, and was finally to 
be extended to all. 


CII. Ver. 5. 6 dv él rdvtwv Oed¢ evAoynrToc K.T.A. 


Meyer admits that these words may be interpreted as referring to Christ, and 
thus makes the question concerning them one of probabilities: The unpreju- 
diced investigator of the meaning will accept the latter position, as well as the 
former, He will also admit that they may refer to God, even though beliey- 
ing, for himself, that they have reference to Christ. The grounds on which 
Meyer rests his view—that the words are a doxology to God—are substantially 
the same with those presented by other advocates of that understanding of the 
clause. They are the following ; (1) that Paul does not, elsewhere, apply the 
name Oed¢ to Christ ; (2) that some passages in his Epistles (e.g. 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; 
Eph. iv. 5, 6) make a marked distinction between Christ and 6 éx? rdvtov Oede 
or Oedc ; (3) that doxologies to Christ are not found in the writings of the 
Apostles ; (4) that ebAoynréc is not used of Christ in the N. T. 

To the first of these arguments it is answered : (a) that Christ is called Gedec 
by Paulin Acts xx, 28 ; Tit. ii. 13 (some also hold the same view with respect 
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to Col. ii. 2; Eph.v.5 ; 2 Thess. i. 12), [to which, however, reply is made that 
such an interpretation of the passage in Acts is founded ona wrong text, and 
of the one in the Ep. to Titus on a wrong construction] ; () that, even admit- 
ting that there is no such use of Oed¢ elsewhere in Paul’s Epistles, he may have 
given this name to Christ in a single instance, as John does in only one or two 
eases, though he employs the word Oedc (referring to God) quite as many times 
as does Paul in proportion to the extent of his writings [but to this, also, a reply 
is made that John uses the word in connection with the Logos idea pecul- 
iar to his writings, and that the calling Christ God over all is incompatible with 
the N. T. view of the dependence of the Son on the Father].—To the second 
argument it is answered, that the distinction made in the verses alluded to is 
not inconsistent with the application of the name Oedéc to Christ here. He may 
be Océ¢ and 6 Op Eri ravrwy Oedc in His own nature and in Himself ; and yet, as 
distinguished from the Father and as related to the work of redemption 
[Eph. iv. 3 ff., through the expressions, one body, one hope, one faith, one bap- 
lism, turning the reader’s thought to this work], He may be called xdépuoc, 
while the Father is described as Oedc kal ratip raivtwr, 6 éxl révtwv.—In an- 
swer to the /hird argument, instances are pointed out where doxologies refer to 
Christ: e.g., as some maintain, 1 Pet. iv. 11; as most writers admit, 2 Tim. iv. 
18 ; and, beyond question, 2 Pet. iii. 18; Rey. i, 6, v. 18. [Reply, however, is 
made with regard to the first of these cases, that, when the verse is properly 
explained, the reference to God becomes clear, and with regard to all the others, 
that they occur in non-apostolic writings].—The fourth argument is answered 

by calling attention to the fact that the number of instances in which the word 
evAoynrtéc occurs (only four others in Paul’s Epp, and seven in the entire N. T.) 
is too small to afford any such evidence of usage as to exclude the possibility 
of employing it with reference to Christ. 

On the other side, the following points are urged by those who regard the 
words as descriptive of Christ : (1) That, inasmuch as Xpioré¢ immediately pre- 
cedes 6 dv at the opening of this clause, it is the most natural and simple ex- 
planation of the sentence to make these words refer to Xp, as an antecedent. 
This argument has been pressed by some authors beyond its legitimate force ; 
and the affirmation, as thus understood, has been denied. Itis believed, how- 
ever, that the greater simplicity of this construction, unless overborne by 
other considerations, will be admitted by all as favoring, at least in some de- 
gree, the reference to Christ. (2) That 7d xara odpa suggests a contrast, and 
that the expression, rather than the omission, of that which forms the other 
side of the contrast is to be expected—some claim that it is demanded. To 
this argument, even in the milder form of stating it, a reply is offered, (a) by 
calling attention to cases where the antithesis is omitted—one such case occur- 
ring only two verses earlier than that which contains this clause ; (6) by saying 
that there isan implied antithesis, which answers the demands of the case here, 
of another sort than that suggested by interpreting these words of Christ— 
namely, the relation of Christ in his redemptive work to all men, as contrasted 
with his membership asa man in the Jewish race ; and (c) on van Hengel’s 
part, by declaring that 1d xard capxa, according to the usage of Greek writers, 
requires a period after it, and cannot be followed by such an antithetical clause. 
This position of van Hengel’s, however, is not defended by most others, and it 
seems to be untenable. If itis abandoned, the case stands thus with respect 
to cata cépxa. This phrase naturally suggests to the reader’s mind an anti- 
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thetical statement. There is a certain antecedent probability that this state- 
ment would be made in words by the author, and not left to be supplied in the 
thought of the reader. If the clause 6 dv x.r.4. is regarded as descriptive of 
Christ, the author gives such an expression of the contrast ; otherwise he does 
not. That which is expressed in these words, as thus explained, is the antithe- 
sis adapted to the Apostle’s purpose, which is to set forth the honor put upon 
the Israelites by God. kata cdpxa, therefore, points towards this construction 
of the sentence. — (3) That the position of etAoynréc in the clause is the right 
and natural one if the words are descriptive of Christ, but not so if adoxology 
to Godisintended. This word, it is claimed, is in all instances of doxologies of 
this character throughout the Scriptures placed at the beginning of the sentence 
(the case in LXX. Ps. lxvii, 20, which is sometimes cited, forming no proper 
exception) ; and not only this, but it is affirmed also that it is of the very nature 
of such a sentence that this should be the arrangement. It is maintained, in 
answer to this argument, that the entire matter of the order of words ina 
Greek sentence is dependent on emphasis ; and that while, in ordinary doxo- 
logical sentences, the doxological word is designed to be emphatic, this is not 
necessarily the case ; and furthermore, that it is not so in this particular sen- 
tence, The fact that God is over all is suggested by the previously-mentioned 
blessings ; and,—as this is the natural suggestion, —when the thought turns from 
an enumeration of His gifts to Himself as their author and source, ruling over 
all, the words describing Him must be most emphatic. It is denied, however, 
by advocates of the reference to Christ, that the Scriptural writers varied their 
usage respecting the doxological word, whatever emphasis might appertain to 
the subject of the sentence; and it is added that, if the subject in this 
clause had been designed to be made so much more prominent than the word 
of blessing as to necessitate its holding the first position, it would have been 
placed in the dative, ro évte éxi mavrwy OeG—a mode of expression which 
would have prevented all misunderstanding.—(4) That the use of the words 6 
Ov éri FavTor is readily accounted for if the writer wished to set forth the 
glory and exaltation of Christ, but is not so well adapted to express the idea of 
the superintending providence of God as connected with the blessings be- 
stowed upon the Jewish people. Some other expression for the latter idea 
would have been more appropriate. It is claimed by some, ulso, that if the 
Apostle had desired to introduce an ascription of praise to God with reference 
to the gifts which had just been mentioned, he would have glorified Him for 
His goodness, and not for His controlling providence or power,—(5) That a dox- 
ology to God is out of place here, at the close of a passage which is a lamenta- 
tion over the lapse of the Jews. To this, however, it is answered that there is 
here, not a lamentation, but an enumeration of privileges and distinguishing 
honors, and for these it was most natural to praise God, who in His sovereignty 
had ordered it thus.—(6) That this interpretation was given by the Christian 
Fathers, or the great majority of them. It is claimed on the other side, how- 
ever, that the Fathers are not so unanimous as has been supposed ; that many 
of them simply adopted that view of an ambiguous passage which agreed with 
their doctrinal opinions ; that as exegetes they do not in many or most cases 
deserve special regard—their qualifications in this respect being often moder- 
ate and their interpretations sometimes fanciful or even absurd. The English 
Revisers of the Auth. Ver. of the N. T. seem to have given much weight to the 
views of the Fathers respecting this clause, for, in recording other explanations, 
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they refer to them as represented by ‘some modern interpreters”—words which 
are not elsewhere used in their marginal notes. 

The strength of the argument for the reference of the words to Christ lies in 
the fact that each phrase and element of the clause indicates a probability, ag 
connected with itself, that this is the true explanation, That of the argument 
for the other view—that they are a doxology to God—is centred, mainly or 
wholly, in the fact that Paul uses the word Oeé¢ in only one or two other in- 
stances (as affirmed by the advocates of this view, in no other instance), as 
descriptive of Christ. When, however, it is borne in mind that the apostolic 
writers, by reason of the very work to which they were consecrated—the per- 
suading men to become reconciled to God through Christ—were naturally led 
to speak of Christ almost wholly as in his mediatorial office and as man, the 

‘force of the alleged fact is very largely diminished. It is believed that it can- 
not sustain the weight of the opposing considerations, and that the interpreta- 
tion which applies the word to Christ must be adopted as the more probable 
one. 

The construction of the words which places a period after révtwv has less 
ground for acceptance than that which makes the whole a doxology, for by it 
all supposed justification for placing evAoynté¢ after the subject is taken away, 
and the words which are regarded as alluding to the superintending providence 
of God—and thus as connecting the ascription of praise with the statement of 
the privileges—are removed from the doxological sentence. 

A full discussion of this matter cannot be presented within the limits here 
allowed. The object of this note is to set forth, in outline, the considerations 
urged by the two parties, and to indicate what conclusion the probabilities of 
the case may lead us to adopt. The reader will find in the Journal of the 
(American) Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis for 1881 an extended 
paper on the subject by Professor Ezra Abbot, defending with great learning 
and ability the view which refers the words as a doxology to God, and in the 
same Journal a paper advocating the other view by the writer of this note. 
The latter paper was prepared on a somewhat different plan from Prof. 
Abbot’s, and is much shorter, but was designed to give a full and fair presenta- 
tion of the case. It may be added, that Weiss, in his edition of Meyer's work, 
rejects the view of Meyer and adopts the opposite one, applying the words to 
Christ. 


CIII. Ver. 6. od olov dé bre éxréntokev K.T.A. 


The explanation of these words and of their connection with vy. 2, 3, which 
is given by Meyer, is to be accepted. As related to the main thought and 
progress of discussion in the Epistle, this verse may be regarded as carrying 
with it the declaration, that the doctrine of faith which the Apostle defends 
does not involve in itself any failure of God’s promises to His people. In this 
way he meets, at the beginning of the section, the objection or difficulty which 
made the writing of these chapters necessary. 


CIV. Ver. 11. pujrw yap yevonPévrov jundé rpagdvrov tt dyabov 7) paiiov. 


The object of these words is evidently to show that God’s choice in such 
cases is not made in dependence on, and after, human action, It is, on the 
other hand, determined before such action. That the passage refers to an 
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election to salvation in Jacob’s case and a non-election in that of Esau cannot 
be proved, for the’ context does not necessitate the giving of this meaning 
to the illustrative example, and we are nowhere informed in the Scriptures that 
Esau failed of salvation. That Esau and his descendants were not placed by 
God in the historic line of the spiritual plan is evident, but nothing beyond 
this. Dr. Shedd, following Calvin, Augustine, and some others,holds that while 
these two children had as yet no actual sin, they had original sin as being 
descendants of Adam. They were not innocent, he says, because salvation to 
which one of them was elected presupposes sin and condemnation. Having 
already a physical and psychical existence in the mother’s womb, they became 
subject to the divine decision, and this decision was for eternal life for one of 
the two, not for the other. That they had such a physical and psychical exist- 
ence he founds upon Heb. vii. 10.—the only N. T. passage cited. This passage 
states that Levi was in the loins of his great-grandfather, but can scarcely be 
understood as affirming that he had a psychical and physical life when Mel- 
chisedek met Abraham. Of the only action assigned to Levi by the yerse, also, 
it is said that it was action in a figurative sense. The bearing of Levi's ex- 
perience therefore on original sin, or on the innocent, condition of Jacob and 
Esau just before birth, does not seem to be more decisive than does that of the 
context here or the O. T. history on the eternal future of the two. Godet re- 
marks, in his annotations on these verses: ‘‘In speaking of Jacob and Esau, 
either as men or as nations, neither Genesis, nor Malachi, nor St. Paul has 
eternal salvation in view ; the matterin question is the part they play regarded 
from the theocratic standpoint.” The view of Godet is favored by all the in- 
dications which the passage and the relation of these chapters to the plan of the 
Epistle afford. 


OV. Ver. 14. pu) adscia rapa TH Od ; 


The evidence that God’s plan involves selection, which is furnished by the 
cases occurring in the earliest stage of its development, having been given, the 
Apostle now proéeeds to consider the question whether such selection shows 
injustice on God’s part. This question, like similar ones arising in previous 
chapters from the opposite side in the discussion (e.g. vi. 1, vii. 7, ef. vi. 15), is 
introduced by ti ody époduev ; itis answered by nu? yévorto ; and the negative is 
then proved. The proof, inthis case, consists of two points: (1) An argument 
addressed to those on the Jewish standpoint :—the O. T., in what it says re- 
specting Moses and Pharaoh, declares that God acts in this way. A represen- 
tation of God, however, which is found in the O. T., the Jew must admit to 
be consistent with justice. To this extent it is an argumentum ad hominem. 
(2) The dealing of God with all in the way of long-suffering and mercy‘is ir- 
reconcilable with such an idea of Him as the question suggests. His benevo- 
lence establishes the fact of His righteousness. This argument is equally adapt- 
ed to the minds of all, Gentiles or Jews. It is prefaced, in vy. 19-21, by a 
passage which is designed to rebuke the presumption of the objector and ex- 
press the shocked feeling of the Christian mind at the presentation of the 
question. That this is the true view of these three verses, and that they are 
not strictly a part of the proof, is indicated by the fact that they are not neces- 
sary to the argument, and, also, by the additional fact that no valid argument 
can be drawn for the justice of God in relation to the destiny of immortal and 
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intelligent creatures from the right which the potter has to fashion lifeless clay 
according to his arbitrary will. Itis evident, accordingly, as this paragraph 
(vv. 14-29) is carefully examined, that the main point in the writer’s mind is the 
goodness of God—long-suffering even towards those who are rejected. This 
fact may well be borne in mind in interpreting the statement with regard to 
Pharaoh. In connection with the same statement the primary reference of the 
entire section to nations, and not to individuals, should be remembered. The 
same thing is worthy of consideration as we inquire as to the meaning of spe- 
cial words in the 22d verse. 


CVI. Ver. 22. év roAAq waxpobupia. 


The view of Meyer that waxpofvuia here means the prolongatio irae, and not 
that which waits for the self-decision of human freedom, is justly rejected by 
Weiss, who says that the latter idea is evident from the very nature of the case, 
and is distinctly declared by Paulin ii. 4. Godet also calls attention to the 
fact that this human self-decision is brought forward in the next following 
context, ver. 30 ff. Weiss further holds, as against Meyer, that oxen dpyq¢ does 
not denote the vessels which are prepared to experience God’s wrath on them- 
selves—to serve for a manifestation of His wrath, which, especially in connec- 
tion with ver. 21, would require ox. ei¢ dpyiv, but vessels which appertain to, 
i.e. have fallen under His wrath, i.e. through their own acts. xatypriopéva he 
regards as to be taken in an adjective sense, ready, ripe for (so also Godet). He 
refers, as a proof that it does not mean prepared or fitted by God, to the variation 
from the construction @ rpoyroluacev of the next verse, which is apparently in- 
tentional. The observation of such points as these makes evident the weak- 
ness of the supports on which the more extreme views of individual election, 
as connected with these verses, rest. Individual election is an inference from 
what is said in the chapter, rather than a distinct declaration of any of its 
words, 


CVI. Ver. 23. iva yvupion k.7.A. 


The relation of ver. 23 to ver. 22 isas given by Meyer. The vessels of wrath 
are borne with in mercy and long-suffering to give them opportunity for repent- 
ance, but there is also an additional purpose—namely, that God may make 
known the.riches of His glory (i.e. in the manifestation of it in mercy and 
blessing) to the vessels of mercy. This view does not involve the idea that 
God’s design of good for the vessels of mercy is of secondary importance ; but 
only that their good is, in the matter of His dealing with the vessels of wrath, 
a thing secondary to His purpose with reference to the latter class. The ex- 
planation of this second design by supposing the Apostle to mean that, if 
penal judgment had come upon the oxevn épyi¢ without such delay, no time 
would have been open for the exhibition of mercy to the oxevy éAéovc, is not 
necessary, though it may be not improbable. A thought somewhat similar to 
this, though connected with a different subject and a different class of persons, 
may be found in Heb. xi. 39, 40. 


CVIEI. Ver. 24. od¢ kal éxdAecev K.T.A. 


The Apostle now declares the vessels of mercy to be called of God not merely 
from among the Jews but also the Gentiles. Three points may be noticed : 
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(1) that he again expressly sets forth the division into the two classes which 
have been so prominent throughout the Epistle, and the union of which makes 
the xdvrec of whom he thinks ; (2) that in the words ’Iovd. «.7.2, and also in 
the proof-passages cited from the O. T. in the following verses, the national, 
and not the individual, reference of the thought is manifested ; (3) that the 
course of God’s action and the sovereignty of His plan with regard to the 
Jews (and now, at the end, the Gentiles also), in the historic development of the 
spiritual system are the things set forth in the entire passage vy. 6-29. This 
is true of what is said of Sarah and Rebecca and their children (comp. also 
Gal. iv. 24 ff.) ; of God’s word to Moses, also, and to Pharaoh ; of the potter 
and the clay ; of the vessels of wrath, and of the call of Gentiles and Jews who 
are vessels of mercy. This view gives unity to this chapter as related to the 
two which follow, and also as related to the whole doctrinal part of the Epistle. 
Paul is not discoursing upon a series of doctrines, as if in a treatise on The- 
ology, but is discussing a single subject of vital interest, at the time, in con- 
nection with the controversy between Judaistic views and the Pauline Chris- 
tianity ; and he follows the course of his thought steadily and undeviatingly 
through the proofs and the objections and difficulties. Everywhere the uni- 
versal and national ideas are prominent. 


CIEX. Ver. 30: 


At ver. 30 we have the reason of the lapse of the Jews introduced. This 
reason is stated briefly, at first, vv. 30-33, and then, after a few words of the 
same general character with those at the opening of this chapter, it is develop- 
ed more fully x. 3-21. In presenting the reason for the lapse, however, he 
adds at the beginning a word (as was natural because of the preceding context) 
respecting the ground of the acceptance of the Gentiles. The fact which has 
been referred to as connected with the sovereign and independent choice of 
God is now traced to its source in human action. The Jews failed because 
they did not submit themselves to God’s method of justification. 
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Ver. 1. 7 before zpéc is wanting according toa large preponderance of ev- 
idence, and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. A hasty grammatical emendation, 
as éoriv before e/¢ is supplied in Elz. —avrév] Elz: rod ’Icpay, against deci- 
sive evidence. With ver. 1 a church-lesson begins. — Ver. 3. After idiav, dixaroo- 
vvyv is wanting in A B D E P, min., and several versions (including Vulg.) and 
Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. But the very emphasis of the thrice-occurring 
word, so obviously intended (comp. ix. 30), speaks for its originality ; and how 
easily the omission of the second dixacoovvyv might arise, as that of a supposed 
quite superfluous repetition !— Ver. 5. airoic] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 : airq, ac- 
cording to A B &*, 17, 47, 80, Copt. Arm. Vulg. Germ. Damasc. Ruf. But this 
would involve that, with the most of these, and with yet other witnesses, the 
preceding avira should be omitted, as also Tisch. 8. has done. However, both 
airy and the omission of aitd appear like an emendatory alteration, since the 
context contains no reference for ai7ad and airoic. In the same light we must 
also regard the reading 6érz Av dixacootvyy rhv éx véuov (instead of TtHv dik. . . . 
érz), as Tisch. 8. has it, in A D* &*, and some min., Vulg., and some Fathers. 
— Ver. 15. eipyynv, tov evayy.] is wanting in A B C &*, min., Copt. Sah. Aeth. 
Clem. Or. Damasc. Ruf. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Copyist’s omis- 
sion, through the repetition of evayy. Ifit had been interpolated from the 
LXX. (Isa. lii. 7), axopv eipyvnc would have been written instead of the mere 
elpyunc. The article before ayaa is, with Lachm., on decisive evidence to be 
omitted, although it is also wanting in the LXX.— Ver. 17. Ocov] Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8 : Xporod, according to B C D* E &*, min., several vss., Aug. Pel. Am- 
brosiast. There is no genitive at all in F G, Boern. Hilar. But how readily 
this omission might suggest itself by a comparison of ver. 8! Xpuorni, how- 
ever, appears to be a more precise definition of the sense of the divine pjua, the 
expression of which by #. cod is found already in Syr. and Clem. — Ver, 19. 
The order ’Iop. ox éyvw is supported by decisive evidence ; Elz; ov« éyve Iap. 


Vy. 1-13. More particular discussion of the guilt of the Jews specified in ix. 
82 ; introduced (vv. 1, 2) by a reiterated assurance of the most cordial interest 
in their salvation. 

Ver. 1. ’AdeAdot] Address to the readers, expressive of emotion. Comp. 
1 Cor. xiv. 20; Gal. iii. 15. — pév] without a corresponding dé ; the thought 
following in ver. 3 loomed before the apostle, as standing in the relation of 
opposition to his heartfelt interest, of which the solicitude thus remained 
unfulfilled through the perverted striving after righteousness of the people. 
—ebdoxia] does not denote the wish, the desire (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, and many, including Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, 
Olshausen). It may mean pleasure, delight (Bengel : ‘‘lubentissime auditu- 
rus essem de salute Israelis ;’ comp. Philippi), Matt. iii. 17, xi. 26; or 
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goodwill (Phil. i. 15, ii. 18), de. propensa animi voluntas. See generally 
Fritzsche. The latter signification is that most immediately suggested by 
the connection here ; comp. van Hengel, ‘‘ benevola propensio.” It is indeed 
the intention of the will (Hofmann), but conceived of and designated as the 
being well-disposed of the heart, as it was such.—rpo¢ tov Ocdv is joined to 7 
dénoic, hence there was no need of the (not genuine) article (Acts vill. 24 ; 
Winer, p. 128 f. [E. T. 135]) ; to the connection with éori to be understood, 
ebdoxia would not be suitable. Hence: The goodwill of my heart and my 
petition to God are on their behalf towards this end, that they might obtain 
salvation ; cornpia is the goal which my evdoxia wishes for them, and my 
prayer entreats for them. In this view ixip aitév belongs so necessarily 
to the completeness of the thought, that we are not to assume a tacit con- 
trast to a xaré (Hofmann). The article before déyjow represents, accord- 
ing to the context, the personal pronoun (7 éu7 6.); Winer, p. 103 [E. T. 
108]; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 515. —On the distinction between déyove and xpoo- 
euyh, petition and prayer, see on Eph. vi. 18. Bengel aptly remarks : 
“Non orasset Paulus, si absolute reprobati essent.” 

Ver. 2. Reason assigned why 7 evdokia. . . cic cwrypiav. — CHAov Ceov| zeal 
jor God. Comp. Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3; Gal. i. 14; John iz. 17; 1 Mace. 
li. 58. Thistheir zeal makes them worth that interest of my heart. — ov car 
éxiyvoow] knowledge is not that, according to the measure of which they are 
zealous for God. We must here again (comp. on i. 28) note the composite 
expression ; for the Jews were not wanting in yroowe generally, but just in 
the very point, on which it depended whether their yréo1e was the right 
and practically vital ériyvworc. 

Ver. 3. Confirmatory elucidation of ov kar’ éxiyvwow: ‘for else they 
would not, unacquainted with the divine righteousness (see on i. 17), have 
insisted on their own righteousness, and striven against the divine.” This 
is just the actual proof that their zeal for God is wanting in knowledge. — 
ayvoovvtec] does not mean any more than at ii. 4, 1 Cor. xiv. 38,* anything 
else than. not knowing ; Reiche, de Wette, Tholuck, Ewald, and several 
others : misapprehending ; Hofmann : overlooking. The guilt of this not- 
knowing Paul does not further enter into, not so much (comp. Acts iii. 17, 
xvii. 30) from mild forbearance (Riickert and others), but because he had 
simply nothing else than the ov kar’ éxiyvwow to explain. — riv idiav duxao- 
civyy] tiv éx Tod véuor, THY &E Epywv idiwv Kal Tévev Katophovuérynv, Theophylact. 
Comp. Phil. iii. 9, and see oni. 17. —orjoac] stabilire, to make valid. Comp. 
iii. 31; Heb. x. 9.—drerdynoav| The dcx. Ocod is conceived of as a divine 
ordinance, to which one swbjects oneself (through faith). The sense is not 
that of the passive, as viii. 20, but that of the middle, as in viii. 7, xiii. 1, 
and frequently, expressing the obedience. As to the subject-matter, comp. 
mpooéxowar k.T.A., 1X. 82. 

Ver. 4. Kor the validity of the law has come to an end in Christ, in order 
that every believer may be a partaker of righteousness. Herewith Paul, for the 

In the classical passages also, which are Dem. 151. 7, ef al.), the sense of not know is 


adduced for the signification misapprehend to be maintained. 
(as Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 25, 29, Cyr. iv. 1.16; 
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further confirmation of what was said in ver. 8, lays down the great prin- 
ciple of salvation, from the non-knowledge:of which among the Jews that 
blinded and perverted striving after righteousness flowed. —'Tédo¢ vépov, 
which is placed first with great emphasis, is applied to Christ, in so far as, 
by virtue of His redemptive death (Gal. iii. 18, iv. 5), the divine dispensa- 
tion of salvation has been introduced, in which the basis of the procuring 
of salvation is no longer, as in the old theocracy, the Mosaic véyoc, but faith, 
whereby the law has therefore ceased to be the regulative principle for the 
attainment of righteousness. Only this view of réAoc, end, conclusion (adopt- 
ed after Augustine by most of the modern expositors), is conformable to 
what follows, where the essentially different principles of the old and new 
Stxacocbvy are stated. For its agreement with the doctrinal system of the 
apostle, see vil. 1 ff. [See Note CX. p. 421.] Contrary to the meaning of the 
word rédog (even in 1 Tim. i. 5), and contrary to the inherent relation of 
what follows, Origen, Erasmus, Vatablus, Elsner, Homberg, Estius, Wolf, 
Ch. Schmidt, Jatho, and several others, take it as : fulfilment of the law 
(‘‘ quicquid exigebat lex moralis praestitit perfectissime,” Calovius), which 
many dogmatic expositors understood of the satisfactio activa, or of the activa 
and passiva together (Calovius). Linguistically faultless, but at the same 
time not corresponding to the connection, is the interpretation of Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Melanchthon, Beza, Michaelis, and others, that the object 
and aim of the law was the making men righteous, and that this was accom- 
plished through Christ ; or (Theodoret, Toletus, Vorstius, Grotius, Wetstein, 
Loesner, Heumann, Klee, Gléckler, Krummacher), that Christ was called 
the object and aim of the law, because everything in the law, as the radayw- 
yoo el¢ Xpiordv (Gal. ili. 24), led up to Him ; ‘‘quicquid praecipiat, quic- 
quid promittat, semper Christum habet pro scopo,” Calvin. Observe fur- 
ther, that Xpvoré¢ must be the definite historical person that appeared in Jesus, 
and not the promised Saviour generally, without regard to whether and in whose 
person He appeared (Hofmann), an abstraction which would have been im- 
possible to Paul, particularly here, where all righteousness is traced back 
only to definite faith in contrast to works—as impossible as is the reference 
combined with it, of vdu0¢ to any law whatever, no law has validity any 
longer, if the promised Saviour be at hand. See, in opposition to this, im- 
mediately below, ver. 5 ff. —ei¢ dixavoo. ravtt 76 mtor. | aim, for which Christ 
is the end of the law : in order that every one who believes may obtain right- 
eousness. The principal stress lies on mor., as the opposite of that which 
the law required in order to righteousness ; see vv. 5, 6, iii. 21 ff. 

Ver. 5. Now follows, as far as ver. 10, the proof of ver. 4, and that from 
Moses himself. —ypddec tiv dix.] writes concerning righteousness, John i. 46 ; 
Hermann, ad Hur. Phoen. 574. As to the use of the present tense, comp. the 
frequent Aéyec in scriptural citations. — The passage introduced by the reci- 
tative dr: is Lev. xviii. 5, almost exactly after the LXX. Comp. Neh. ix. 


1 The rAyjpwots Tod vouov, Matt. v. 17, does which Christ has freed from its limitations. 
not conflict with the present passage. For See on Matt. Jc. Comp. also Lipsius, 
the ideal, purely moral import of the law echtfert. p. 85 ff. 
cannot be annulled, and it is exactly this 
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29 ; Ezck. xx. 21; Gal. iii. 12. —aird] refers in the original, and so also 
here, to the xpooréyyara Ocov, which Paul supposes as well known ; but the 
principal stress lies upon tovjoag : he who shall have done them, so that thus 
Moses exhibits the doing as the condition of the attainment of Co# (which is 
referred by Paul not to the happy and prosperous life in Palestine, but to its 
antitype, the Ca aidvios). — év avroic] i.e. by the fact, that they are fulfilled. 
Vv. 6-8. [See Note CXI. p. 421.] The righteousness which comes from 
faith is personified (comp. Heb. xii. 5), so that the following words of 
Moses, in which Paul recognizes an allegorically and typically prophetic deserip- 
tion of this righteousness, appear as its self-description. An increasing anima- 
tion, and indeed triumphant tone in the representation, which thus intro- 
duces over-against that dark background (ver. 5) the bright picture the 
more immediately in concrete vividness. Hofmann artificially imports the 
antithesis, that the righteousness of the law is found only in a description of the 
lawgiver, but the righteousness of faith itself speaks as one existing and present. 
There is the less room for this supposition, since vv. 6 ff. are also Mosaze 
expressions. But that Paul actually regarded the words of Moses as a pro- 
phetical testimony to the nature of the righteousness of faith, is an opinion 
sanctioned only by a minority of expositors (Augustine, de nat. et grat. 83 ; 
Bucer, Balduin, Calovius, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Reiche, K6lner, Olshausen, 
Benecke, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Umbreit). The majority, 
on the other hand, assume that Paul only clothed his own thoughts in the 
words of Moses, and used the latter as @ switable substratum for the former. 
So Tholuck, Flatt, Riickert, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi: ‘‘a holy and 
charming play of the Spirit of God upon the word of the Lord ;’ yan Hen- 
gel and several others, as formerly Chrysostom, Luther,’ Beza, Calvin, Cor- 
nelius & Lapide ; Bengel : ‘‘suavissima parodia.” But against this view is- 
the fact that ver. 5 begins with yap a demonstration of the réAoc véuov Xpioréc, 
of which ver. 5 contains only the one, and vv. 6-8 the other, side ; both 
sides, however, unite their probative force in Mwicie yap ypdder. Therefore 
it is quite wrong (see esp. Riickert, Philippi) to look upon 7 68 é« mor. dik. 
as the opposite to Mwicfc, and to suppose that the parallel would be more 
sharply drawn if Paul had said : But Christ speaks thus, etc. No, dé places 
the righteousness of faith in opposition to the previously mentioned dicaco- 
chun 1) éx Tov vduov ; and for these teeo modes of righteousness the testimony 
of the lawgiver himself is introduced by Movoje yap ypdder. ‘‘ For Moses 
‘writes of the righteousness of the law, etc.; but the other kind of right- 
eousness, the righteousness of faith, says (in the same Moses) thus, ete.” 
The Moio. y. yp. thus holds good not only for ver. 5, but also covers vv. 6-8 ; 
therefore the absence of a formula of quotation before ver. 6 is no valid 
argument against our view. This applies likewise against Hofmann, accord- 
ing to whom that, which the righteousness of faith speaks, is intended to 
recall Deut. Je. ;? in such a way, however, that the word of which Moses 


1 Luther, on Deut. /.c., says that Paul has, 2 Hofmann arrives at the sense: ‘t What 
abundante spiritu, taken occasion from Israel could not say in respect of the re- 
Moses against the justitiarios velut novumet vealed law of God, after possessing it, that 
proprium textum componendis. should he, to whom the righteousness of 


CHAP. X., 6-8. A407 
speaks is related to that which the righteousness of faith means, as the O. T. 
T. to the N. T.,' and thus the former is a prediction of the latter. Ground- 
less is the further objection, that Paul nowhere else thus mixes up a 
biblical passage with comments. For we are acquainted with comments in 
the style of the Midrash in Paul’s writings (ix. 8; Gal. iii. 16, iv. 28, 24) ; 
and that they are here énterspersed is unessential, and was very naturally sug- 
gested by the opposed ava. ei¢ r. odpavdév and xataf. ei¢ t. dBvocov. In con- 
clusion, we must further observe that, if Paul had given the biblical words 
only as the clothing of his own representation, yet we should have to assume, 
and that for the very sake of the honesty of the apostle (which Philippi 
thinks endangered by our view), that he actually found in the saying the 
typical reference to the righteousness of faith ; even the holy ‘‘ play’ upon 
words of the Spirit can be no erroneous play. Theodoret took the right 
view : diddoxec rdAw vouov Kat ydpitoc THY diagopar, Kal, Andotépwr eiodyer 
Erasmus, Paraphr.: ‘‘utriusque justitiae 
imaginem Moses ipse depinxit.” Comp. also Hofmann, Weissag. uw. Erf. I. 
p. 217. The Mosaic declaration itself is Deut. xxx. 12-14, with free devia- 
tions bearing on his object, from the original and the LXX. Moses has 
there said of the commandment of God to Israel to fulfil His law (for the 
passage speaks of nothing else according to its historical sense) in ver. 11, 
that this commandment does not transcend the sphere of what is capable of 
accomplishment, nor does it lie at strange distance ; and he then adds, ver. 
12 ff., in order more precisely to depict this thought : Jt is neither in heaven 
nor beyond the sea, so that one must jirst ascend to the former or sail over the 
latter (comp. Bar. iii. 29, 80) to fetch it, that one may hear and do it ; rather 
as it quite near, in the mouth and in the heart (and in the hands, an addition of 
LXX., and in Philo) ; that is, the people itself carries it in its mouth, and 
it is stamped upon its heart, in order that they.may accomplish i any), 
Paul finds here a type, and therewith an indirect prophecy, of the demand 
which the righteousness ef faith presents, entirely different from that rovezy 
which is demanded by the righteousness of the law, inasmuch as the righteous- 
ness of faith forbids only unbelief in reference to Christ, as though He had not 
come from heaven, or had not risen from the dead, and directs men, on the other 
hand, to the word of faith, which, through its preachers, is laid in their mouth 
and heart. The sum and substance of this typically prophetic sense is there- 
fore : ‘‘ Benot unbelieving, but believing ;”? and here the grand historical points, 
to which faith as well as unbelief relate, could not be brought into relief more 
definitely and significantly * than by means of the Xpiordv xarayayeiv and ava- 


Moicéa rdv vouotléitny diackahov. 


faith speaks, not think in respect of the re- 
vealed and perfect Saviour.” But how 
could Paul, without any indication what- 
ever, have expected of the reader that he 
should infer, from mere reminiscence of 
the Mosaic words, the point of the thought 
intended, that what the one coudd not, the 
others should not? 

1 But for this purpose Hofmann employs 
an incorrect reference and understanding 
of ort, ver. 9. 


2 The allegorical and typical signification 
of the apostle finds its correct logical point 
of connection in the fact that every one 
who, instead of bearing the pyua of God in 
his mouth and in his heart, asks, Who will 
ascend into heaven for us, and bring it to 
us? puts a question of unbelief. 

3 For he who thinks that one must ascend 
into heaven to bring Christ down, Cenies 
thereby that Christ has come in the flesh ; 
and he who supposes that one must de- 
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yayeiv (in opposition to Tholuck’s objection). According to Fritzsche (comp. 
Calovius), the sense meant is : no one can become righteous through works, 
“« faciendo et moliendo,” vv. 6, 7 ; for in fact one must otherwise have been 
able—since the becoming righteous rests upon the incarnation, death, and 
resurrection of Christ—to ascend into heaven in order to bring Him down, 
or to descend into the lower world in order to bring Him up ; but (ver. 8) 
after that salvation has been obtained by Christ, we are to have faith only. 
But in this case, vv. 6, 7 would surely be a warning from the mouth of the 
righteousness of faith against a facere et moliri, which would be of quite 
another kind than that of the righteousness of the law, and which even would 
have included in abstracto, as a presupposition, this very faith in the incarna- 
tion, death, and resurrection of Christ. Still less can we, with Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, and several others (comp. also Reithmayr, 
Philippi, and Krummacher), find in vv. 6, 7 the denial of the difficulty, and 
then in ver. 8 the assurance of the facility, of becoming righteous. For 
against this view is the fact, in the first place, that in what Paul subjoins, 
ver. 9 ff., nothing at allis said of difficulty and facility ; secondly—and this 
is decisive—the fact that vv. 5-8 is to be a proof founded on Moses of the 
statement, réAo¢ vduov Xproréc ; but it is evident, that not from the facility of 
the Christian dccacootvn, but from its being essentially different from the old 
(the latter resting on doing, the former on faith), it follows that with Christ, 
the Mediator of the new dixacoctyy, the véuoc must have reached its end. 
This, too, in reply to Knapp, Ser. var. arg. II. p. 558 f., who, besides the 
erroneous point of view of difficulty and facility, reads otherwise between 
the lines the most essential points of his interpretation. See, on the other 
hand, van Hengel, who, however, on his side assumes that Paul desired 
‘“qvocare’”’ unsettled Jewish Christians ‘‘a salutis duce longe quaerendo, quum 
quisque, qui Christi communione utatur, per sidem in Deo positam possideat, quod, 
ut ex legis alicujus observatione, sic etiam aliunde afferri non possit.” The con- 
nection with ver. 4 likewise tells against this view, as does also the circum- 
stance that, if only the longe quaerere were the conception presented, it would 
not be easy to see why Paul should have inserted at all his explanations ror gore 
x.T.A., and why he should not have retained in ver. 7 the words of the LXX. : 
tig duarrepdoer iui etc TO répav Tie Oaddconc. — uy éixne év tT. kapd. cov] LXX. : 
Aéyov, Teb. TONY, wherein, according to the connection (‘It is not in 
heaven that one might speak,” etc.), the forbidding sense indirectly lies. 
This Paul expresses directly, because his quotation is severed from the con- 
nection of the original ; and he adds év r. xapd. cov, because unbelief has its 
seat in the heart, and the expression ‘to speak in the heart” (as Ps. xiv. 1 . 
Matt. iii. 9; Rev. xviii. 7) was very current in the mention of unholy 
thoughts and dispositions (Surenhusius, caraAa., p. 479). — ric dvaf. ete r. obp.] 
Who will ascend into heaven? In the sense of the apostle, the-inquiry is one 


scend into the lower world to bring Christ an impossibility—namely, an ascent into 
‘up from the dead, denies that He arose from heaven, or a descent into the lower world— 
the dead. This likewise against Hofmann, would be requisite. Therein lies the folly, 
p. 436, according to whom it isonly meant  asif that which we have were at unattain- 
to be said, that in order to produce Christ, able distance, 


CHAP X68, 409 
not expressive of a wish (‘‘utinam quis sit, qui nos c longinquo in viam salu- 
tis ducat,” van Hengel), nor yet of despair, but—correlative of that TO Tio- 
rebovre in ver. 4, and opposed to the 6 roujoac, ver. 5—the inquiry of unbelief, 
which holds the appearance of Christ from heaven, ¢.¢. His incarnation, as 
not having taken place, and as an impossibilty. Therefore Paul adds the 
Midrashistic interpretation : that expresses, that signifies : in order to bring 
Christ down—this is the object, which is implied in avaPjoera ele r. obp., and 
by its addition Paul thus contributes a more precise explanation of the ques- 

‘tion (rovr’ fore : scilicet), namely, as respects its tendency, as respects that at 
which it aims.*. Thus more exactly defined, the question would presuppose, 
that he who puts it does not believe that Christ has come out of the heavenly 
world and has appeared in the flesh (comp. viii. 3), év duovbuate dvOpdrov 
(Phil. ii. 6, 7 ; comp. 1 John iv. 2).?. Following Melanchthon, Castalio, 
Calvin, and others, Reiche thinks that unbelief in regard to the session of 
Christ on the right hand of God is meant. But if there were here a prohibi- 
tion of the desire to behold with the eyes this object of faith (Reiche), the 

~ second question, which nevertheless is manifestly quite parallel, would be 

_ highly inappropriate ; for then an existence of Christ in the éfvococ would of 

necessity be an object of faith, which yet it is not at all. Nor could we see 

why Paul should have said carayayeiv in ver. 6, since the matter would in fact 
turn only on a seeing of Christ in heaven. Moreover, Paul, considering the 
freedom with which he handles this passage from Moses, would have trans- 
posed the two questions, in order to avoid the glaring historical prothysteron 
which occurs, if the first question refers to the session of Christ at the right 
hand of God, to which van Hengel also refers it. According to Gléckler, 
the question, Who will go up into heaven ? means to ask, Who will accom- 
plish redemption ? for the ascension was a necessary requisite for the Media- 
tor ; and therefore rovr’ éor: signifies : this would mean to deny the ascension 
of Christ. Consistently, Gléckler then understands the second question as, 

Who will (voluntarily) go into death ? this would mean to deny the death of 

Christ. But by this necessarily consistent view of ver. 7 the whole exposi- 


1 Many others (Erasmus, Calvin, Cornelius 
& Lapide, Bengel, Usteri, Riickert, Glockler, 
ete.) regard tod7’ €or. as the ground of the 
prohibition, and that in the sense: that is 
just as much as, ete. So also Philippi: 
“Righteousness is for me as distant and 
high as if it were in heaven and I must fetch 
it down from thence;... that is just as 
muchas if thou wouldest bring down Christ 
from heaven, as if thou didst deny that He 
has already come down from heayen and 
become man;’? and afterward, ver. 7: 
that is just as much as to deny that He has 
already risen from the dead. But it is in- 
appropriate to conceive of righteousness 
itself as the imagined distant (and to-be- 
fetched) object, because righteousness 
itself is speaking, and because Paul names 
Christ Himself as the object to be fetched. 
Inappropriate, too, is the idea of allowing 


righteousness in any way to be represented 
as found in Hades, and brought up thence, 
from whence Christ, indeed, has not 
brought it with Him. To this connection 
belongs van Hengel’s view: ‘‘Haec quae- 
rere nihil aliud est quam Christwm indigne 
tractare, tanquam e locis remotis, at salutis 
auctor sit,in terram revocandum.” Tn this 
case the Ohristum indigne tractare is im- 
ported. Further, it makes absolutely no 
difference to the sense of rod’ éort, whether 
it is written divided (Lachm., Tisch.) or 
united (rovreorwv, Hofmann). The codd. 
yield no certain basis ; see Lipsius, gramm. 
Unters, p. 181 ff. Todro is the subject, and 
éort the copula of that which is to be pred- 
icated epexegetically of the subject. 

2The Xpiorov catayayeity presupposes the 
certainty of the personal pre-existence. 
Comp. Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 50. 
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tion is overthrown. For ver. 9 proves that ver. 7 refers to the resurrection | 
of Christ ; nor did unbelief, in truth, deny the death of Christ, but took 
offence at it. Like Gléckler, Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 102 f., has essen- 
tially misunderstood both verses, and Riickert the question of ver. 7.— 
i) rie kataB. cic tr. aB.;] The colon after 7 is to be omitted. The question 
is, in the sense of the apostle, likewise a question of wnbelief, and that in 
reference to the fact and the possibility of the resurrection of Christ éx 
vexpav (i.e. out of Scheol, &Bvococ). The LXX., following the original, has : 
tle duarrepdicet hiv cig 7d repay tHe Aardoone ; But Paul, in his typical refer- 
ence to Christ, had sufficient cause and liberty, from the standpoint of the 
historical fulfilment, to put expressly, instead of répav tHe Gaddoonc, even 
without reflecting that the springs of the sea lie in the lowest depth of the 
earth (see Ewald, Jahrb. III. p. 112), the familiar contrast to heaven, éic r. 
&Bvocov (Job xi. 8 ; Ps. evil. 26, cxxxix. 8 ; Amosix. 2; Ecclus. xvi. 18, 
xxiv. 5). For Christ is the object of justifying faith, not merely as He who 
came from heaven, but also as He who descended into Hades, and came up 
again thence, and rose from the dead.’— aia ri déyer;| But what says i (the 
righteousness of faith) ? An unexact contrast to m7 eizyc, ver. 6, as though 
previously the negation had stood with Aéye, ver. 6 (oby obtw Aéyer" eixé 
«.T.2.). The interrogative form serves ‘‘ad attentionem excitandam,” Dissen, 
ad Dem. decor. p. 186, 347. Comp. Gal. iv. 30.-—év to ordu. o. x. tv T. Kk. on] 
Epexegesis of éyyi¢ cob éoriv. — tov7’ oT. x.7.2.] This pjua, so designated by 
the righteousness of faith, signifies the word of faith. The gemtive +r. rior. 
is genit. objecti (comp. Acts xx. 82; Heb. v. 13 ; Eph. i. 13, vi. 155; Gal. 
iii. 2). Note here the two articles ; for that pjua intended by the righteous- 
ness of faith is not generally ‘‘a word of faith,” whose contents desire to be 
believed as historical reality (as Hofmann takes it), but the definite specific 
kipvyywa, Whose entire summary contents are faith in Jesus Christ ; comp. 
vv. 4, 9 ff., i. 5, 17. — «yptocouev] we preachers of the gospel. 

Ver. 9. Not a statement of the contents of the pjuc,? but assigning the 
ground of the immediately previous rov7’ gore 7d piua tHe TicTewe 6 Kptoo.® 
The force of the argument lies in the fact that, in respect of the pjua pub- 
lished by its preachers, cénfession and faith (mouth and heart) must be con- 
sentaneous in order to obtain salvation, which is what Moses also means of 
the pjyua (ver. 8). — duod. év r. ordu. cov] corresponds to év 76 ordu. cov (éor0) 
in ver. 8, as afterwards rior. év 7. xapd. cov to év r. Kapd. cov in ver. 8. — kbprov 
as Lord (comp. 1 Cor, xii. 8, vill. 6 ; Phil. ii. 11). ‘In hac appellatione 
est summa fidci et salutis,” Bengel. It refers to the question ric ava. eic 7. 


1 The descensus Christi isin any case the 
undoubted presupposition, which led Paul to 
substitute the words of our passage for 
those of the original. The passage has 
therefore more probative force in favour of 
that doctrine than Gtider, Lehre von der 
Erschein. Christi unter d. Todten, p. 20 f., is 
willing to accord to it. 

2So van Hengel and others. But by ris 
miatews the pyaa in ver. 8 is already com- 


pletely defined. 

3 Which is not with Hofmann to be 
leaped over, so that é7. refers to éyyv¥s cov 7d 
Pua eorr, and introduces the 7eason why itis 
that we have this word so near, in the mouth 
and in the heart. Hofmann strangely ob- 
jects to the view taken above, that not ére, 
but yép, must then have been used. Why 
so? 
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ovp., ver. 6 ; for the whole acknowledgment of the heavenly kvpidrn¢ of 
Jesus as the cir#povoc of God is conditioned by the acknowledgment of the 
preceding descent from heaven, the incarnation of the Son of God Pauly 72) 6 
Gal. iv. 4 ; Phil. ii. 6, e¢ al. — jyeipev x vexpdv] corresponds to the question 
of ver. 7. —cwl#oy] corresponds to ¢Aoerac in ver. 6, but characterizes the 
latter, according to the doctrinal system of the apostle (i. 16, v. 9, 10, e¢ al.), 
as a deliverance from destruction to the Messianic salvation. — The confes- 
sion of the mouth (of high essential importance for the relations of every 
time, and peculiarly of that time !) and faith in the heart are not separate 
things, as though one without the other had as its consequence the owrnpia, 
but they are mutually dependent requisites. Comp. Knapp, p. 565 ff. — 
The resurrection of the Lord here appears, as suggested by ver. 7, and accord- 
ing to iv. 25 quite justly, as the object of that faith which makes blessed. 
Without it, His death would not be the atoning death, 1 Cor. xv. 17, 18, 
nor would He Himself be the Son of God, 1. 4. 

Ver. 10. Elucidation of ver. 9. With aor. and éuod. Jesus is not to be 
supplied as subject (Hofmann), which is not even in accordance with the 
linguistic usage of the N. T., for 1 Tim. iii. 16 has a singular poetical style ; 
but the contents of the faith and of the confession are understood, according 
to ver. 9, entirely of themselves. ‘‘ With the heart, namely (yap), one believes 
unto righteousness, but with the mouth confesses unto salvation.” In the style 
of Hebrew parallelism the thought is thus expressed : ‘‘ With the faith of 
the heart is united the confession of the mouth to the result that one obtains 
righteousness and salvation.” The righteousness obtained through faith 
would, forsooth, fall to the ground again, and would not be attended by 
salvation, if faith had not the vital force to produce confession of the mouth 
(which speaks out of the fulness of the heart) ; see Matt. x. 32; comp. 2 
Cor. iv. 13. We have thus here tho merely formal parallelism, but one 
framed according to the actual relation of the dispensation of salvation ; 
and in this case, moreover, Paul observes the genetic sequence in kapdia. . . 
oréuatt, because he is now no longer dependent on ver. 8. 

Ver. 11. Now, after that grand proposition : réA0¢ véyov Xprotéc x.7.A. (ver. 
4), has been proved from Moses himself (vv. 5-8), and this proof has re- 
ceived its confirmatory discussion (vv. 9, 10), Paul brings forward, as if for 
the solemn sealing of all this, once more that weighty word of Scripture which 
he has already adduced in ix. 83. But this scriptural saying (Isa. xxviii. 
16) now receives, with the object of closely connecting with it what is fur- 
ther to follow, the significant addition of the wniversal element ra¢ (perhaps 
already with a regard to Joel iii. 5), which indeed is found neither in the 
LXX. nor in the Hebrew ; but in the unlimited 4 moretov in Isaiah, ground 
and justification for its appearance was found to the apostle’s mind, since 
he had the sacred historical fulfilment of the prophecy before his eyes, and 
therein its more particular definitive character, 

Ver. 12. Elucidation of mac. —ob ydp éore diaor. ’Iovd. re kat "HAA.] In re- 
spect, namely, to the bestowal of blessing on the believing, ver. 11. Comp. 
iii. 22. —— For the Lord of allis one and the same. This kbproc is Christ [See Note 
CXIL. p. 423.] (Origen, Chrysostom, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Bohme,Tholuck, 
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Flatt, Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann, and several others), 
the airéc of ver. 11, and the «ipoc of ver. 18, who is necessarily identical 
with this airée. Were God intended (Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, and 
many, including Ammon, Reiche, Kéllner, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, 
Krummacher), it would in fact be necessary first to suggest the Christian 
character of the demonstration (as Olshausen : ‘‘God in Christ”). — bpzo¢ 
révtwv] comp. Phil. ii. 11; Acts x. 36; Rom. xiv. 9. —rAovrév] comp. 
Eph. iii. 8: ‘Quem nulla quamvis magna credentium multitudo exhaurire 
potest,” Bengel. In what He was rich, the Christian consciousness under- 
stood of itself ; it is contained also in the previous xaracyvvOfcerar and. in 
the ay ‘cubhoerat,—namely, in grace and salvation. Comp. v. 15, xi. 
38, and on 2 Cor. xiii. 13. — ic ravrac] for all, for the benefit of all. See 
Bernhardy, p. 219 ; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. 85. — The calling upon Christ, who 
nowhere in the N. T. appears as identical with the Jehovah of the O. T. (Gin 
opposition to Philippi), is not the worshipping absolutely, as it takes place 
only in respect of the Father, as the one absolute God ; but rather worship 
according to that relativity in the consciousness of the worshipper, which is 
conditioned by the relation of Christ to the Father (whose Son of like nature, 
image, partner of the throne, mediator and advocate on behalf of men, ete., 
He is). This is not imported as an Origenistic gloss (Philippi), but is nec- 
essarily founded on the dependence and subordination in which even the 
glorified God-man Christ, in virtue of His mwnus regium, stands in relation 
to the Father ; see on 1 Cor. iii. 23, xi. 8, xv. 28.1 He who calls upon 
Christ is conscious that he does not call upon Him as the absolute God, but 
as the divine-human Representative and Mediator of God exalted to the 
divine glory, in whom God’s adequate revelation of salvation has been given. 
To the mediatorial relation of Christ Hobeaun also reverts.* Comp. on Phil. 
DLO tel Conniae. 

Ver. 13. Ground assigned for el¢ mdvtac rovc éxtxad. aitdév, ver. 12, and 
that with words of Scripture from Joel iii. 5. This passage (LXX. ii. 32, 
closely following the LXX.) treats of the coming in of the Messianic era ; 
hence Paul might refer «vpiov, which in the original points to God, justly 
to Christ, who has appeared in the name of God, and continually rules as 
His Representative and Revealer, and Mediator, whose name was now the 
very specific object of the Christian calling on the Lord. That Paul 
writes not airod, but xcvpiov, is from no particular motive (against Hofmann) ; 
he simply reproduces the words of Scripture, which he presumes to be 
well known and makes his own. 

Vv. 14-21. [See Note CXIII. p. 423.] In order to realize this calling up- 
on the Lord, proclaimers of the gospel had of necessity to be sent forth ; 
nevertheless all did not obey the gospel ; in which case neither does this 
excuse avail, that they had not heard the preaching (ver. 18) ; nor that, 
that Israel did not recognize the universality of the preaching (ver. 19 ff.). 


1 Comp. Lticke, de invocat. J. Chr., Gott. garded by the Apostle as valid in New 
1843. Testament times, for those, and those only, 

? According to Hofmann, the promise who place their confidence of salvation on Jesus 
attached to the calling on Jehovah isre- and thus call on Him. 
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Thus, following up 1-18, there is still further set forth the people’s own guilt 
in their exclusion. . 

Vy. 14, 15. Introduction : In order now that men should call on the name of 
the Lord, it is necessary that they should have been believing, hearing, preaching, 
and that the sending forth of preachers should have taken place, which send- 
ing forth also the Scripture prophesies. The object of this introduction is 
not already to cut off every way of escape from the Jews (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, and several others, including Kéllner), for this is spoken of for 
the first time in ver. 18 ff. ; but the necessity of the evangelical doctor) is 
Jirst of all to be established generally, in order then to make the disobedience of 
the Jews stand out with the force of contrast. Grotius and Michaclis see in 
vv. 14, 15 a Jewish objection, which alleges that the gospel had not been 
preached to all the Jews in the world, etc. ; Paul then answers in ver. 16 ff. 
But how unsuitably he would have answered !_ Must he not, before every- 
thing else, make good—what he only brought in at ver. 18—that all Jews 
had heard the announcement of the gospel? The objection here assumed is 
made by Paul himself in ver. 18. — oiv|draws an inference from ver. 13 : How 
shall they accordingly (in pursuance of the requirement of ér«adeiofa contained 
in ver. 18) call on, etc. ? On the futwre of ethical possibility, see Winer, p. 262 
[E. T. 279]. Important codd. and Lachm. have, instead of the futures, the 
deliberative subjunctive aorists : How should they, etc.? The attestation in the 
case of the different verbs of which Tisch. 8. likewise reads the subjunctive 
forms, although he retains instead of axobcwow the future form axobcovra, is 
so unequal, that we can come to no decision. Comp. generally Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 734 f£. The subject to éxucarécovra x.t.2. 18 those who, according 
to the passage of Scripture in ver. 13, shall attain to salvation through 
calling on the name of the Lord ; that to xypifovow and azooraa., the kypio- 
covtec. The impersonal rendering (Fritzsche, de Wette, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, Philippi, van Hengel, and several others) has against it the fact that 
«npvé. has not the same general subject as the foregoing verbs. —ei¢ bv ov 
éxior.| Him, on whom they have not become believing ; see Buttmann, neut. Gr, 
p- 92 [B. T. 105]. — ré¢ 62 mioreboovow K.7.2.] Rightly the Vulg. : “ Quomodo 
credent ¢, quem non audierunt.” ob is not an adverb of place (Hofmann) ; 
for thus after eic 6v the symmetry of the discourse would only be hetero- 
geneously disturbed. Nor can it denote de quo (Luther, Castalio, and many, 
including Philippi and van Hengel), since dxobew rwéd¢ in the sense of ax. 
spt twoc, without a participle annexed, is entirely foreign both to the 
N. T. and to Greek prose (Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 9 is a case of attracted gen- 
itive) ; and in Homer only, Od. iv. 114, is the solitary instance of it found.’ 
Just as little is the object, i.e. the contents of the preaching heard, meant by 
ob, which would rather be expressed by év (Eph. iv. 21) ; but rather the 
speaking subject, who is listened to as he from whom the discourse proceeds 
(Mark vi. 20, vii. 14 ; Luke ii. 46, e¢ al. ; Winer, p. 187 [H.T. 199] ), Christ 
being in this case conceived of as speaking through His preachers (see the 


1 See. Kiihner, I. 1, p. 309; Buttmann, and neut. Gr. p. 144 f. [E. T. 166]. Comp. 
Progr. tib. a. syntakt. Verbind. der Verba the Homeric tvv9dvec0ai Tivos, equivalent to 
axovew and axpoacba, Potsd. 1855, pp. 7, 12, mept tuvos (Nigelsbach, Ilias, p. 104, ed. 3). 
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following) ; comp. Eph. ii. 17. On the general thought, comp. Plat. Rep. 
p. 827 C: 7 Kai dbvac? dv, 7 8 bc, reicae pi) aKobovrac ; — xupic Kyptoo. | with- 
out their having a preacher, apart from a preacher. Comp. Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 95 ; who, however, wrongly explains, ov muoreboavtec T@ Kypbocovre. 
—arnocradiot] Whence? dui phuaroc Oeov, ver. 17, informs us.—The form 
of the argument is a sorites, and its conclusion : The appointment of evan- 
gelical heralds is the first condition in order to bring about the calling upon 
the Lord. This retrograde sorites thus leads us back to the source ; and of 
the arocroAf thus suggesting itself as primarily necessary, the prophetic con- 
Jirmation from Isa. lii. 7 (not closely after the LXX.) is then given. This 
“‘dulcissimum dictum” (Melanchthon), because it speaks of the message of 
blissful liberation from exile, therein possesses the Messianic character, as 
concerning the restoration of the theocracy ; and therefore is legitimately* 
understood by Paul—in connection with the Messianic idea and its historical 
fulfilment—as a prophecy of the evangelical preachers. These preach sal- 
vation (Diy, meaning in Isaiah also not merely peace, but the theocratic 
saving deliverance), preach good (310) ; that is, still more generally, omne 
quod felix faustumque est, which is to be received through Christ, the accom- 
plisher of the divine dominion. That the Rabbins also understood the 
passage in a Messianic sense, and in what way, see Wetstein.—The opposite 
of the poetical : how pleasant are the feet (i.e. how welcome the arrival), etc., 
‘ab atid eeeAlets Ww 9)Nebs iy 152 

Ver. 16. ’A4A’] contrast to the prophetic saying of ver. 15 : But—notwith- 
standing that accordingly the blessed sending forth of messengers of salva- 
tion did not fail to take place—all did not obey the message of salvation, all did 
not submit to the requirement (of faith), which the glad news concerning Mes- 
siah and His kingdom placed before them ; comp. i. 5, xvi. 26 ; 2 Thess. i. 8. 
With Theodore of Mopsuestia, who takes a2’ ob x.7.2. as a question (comp. 
Theodoret), Reiche thinks that 447’... . ebayy. is an opponent’s objection, 
which Paul accordingly repels by the passage from Isaiah. Against this view 
the presence of the following yap would not be decisive—it would rather be 
quite in its proper place in the reply (Herm. ad Viger. p. 829 ; Hartung Par- 
tikell. I. p. 473 f.)—but wv. 18 and 19 (comp. xi. 1, 11), to which Reiche ap- 
peals, testify directly against it, because there 2éyw is found. Fritzsche, 
following Carpzov, refers ob avtec to the Gentiles, of whom, however, al- 
though van Hengel also understands them to be intended in vv. 14, 15, 
nothing is said in the whole context ; hence it is not to be even taken quite 
generally (Hofmann), but is to be referred textually to the Jews, of whom so 
many, notwithstanding that the lovely feet of the messengersof salvation 
came to tread amongst them, yielded no result. The negative expression 
for this multitude is a litotes, forbearing, but making it felt quite tragically 
enough, that the opposite of ob ravrec should have been found. Comp. iii. 
3: yriotnoay twee. —ydp| prophetic confirmation of the sad phenomenon (oi 
mavre¢ K.7.A.), Which thus, as already predicted, enters into the connection of 


? Comp. Hengstenberg, Ohristol. II. p. 292.  Bupl. Pind. p. 281; Wunder, ad Soph. El. 
2 See Schaefer, ad Hur. Or. 1217 ; Boeckh, 1857 f. p. 120. 
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divine destiny, and is not an accidental occurrence. This Hofmann misap- 
prehends, extending the reference of the yap to the following dpa 4 mlaric 
«.7.4., Which is impossible on account of the dpa commencing a new sentence, 
since Paul has not written ei yap ‘Hoatac Aéyer «.T.A. 2. apa ) wloTUG K.T.A., 
whereby to these latter words would fall the definition of the citation, as 
Hofmann thinks. —In the lament of the author of Isa. liii. 1 (closely follow- 
ing the LXX., even with the xipse added by them) over the unbelief of his 
time in the prophetic preaching (axo#, see on Gal. iii. 2), Paul sees—and on 
account of the Messianic character of the entire chapter justly—a prophecy 
of the Jewish unbelief of Christian times in the Christian preaching. Comp. 
John xii. 38. Following Syr., Calovius, and others, Umbreit and Heng- 
stenberg, Christol. II. p. 307, take axof as the thing heard, i.e. “that which 
is announced to us through the word of God (y revelation).” But the very 
following 7 riortce éF axoye shows, that Paul did not wish to be understood 
as meaning the divine communication which the preacher received, but 
the preaching of that word heard by the listeners. The historic aorist cor- 
responds closely to irfxovcayv. We may add that Theophylact rightly re- 
marks : 70 tic avti tov ondviot Keitae évravOa* Tovréotiw GAL yor ErloTtevoar. 

Ver. 17. Inference from the prophetic passage, with the view of substan- 
tially recapitulating what was said in ver. 14, and then pursuing the sub- 
ject in ver. 18. — dxo#] the same as in ver. 16, the announcement, which is 
heard ; comp. on John xii. 38. rom this comes faith ; the heard preach- 
ing of the gospel brings about in men’s minds faith on Christ ; but preaching 
4s brought about by God’s behest (Luke iii. 2; Matt. iv. 4; Heb. xi. 3), set to 
work by the fact that God commands preachers to their office. Rightly 
have Beza, Piscator, Semler, Cramer, Fritzsche, Glockler, Tholuck, Baum- 
garten-Crusius so understood pjjua Ocov. For the ordinary interpretation 
of it, also followed by Hofmann, as the preached word of God, is incorrect 
for this reason, that according to it pyjua Ocod in point of fact would not be 
different from dxof ; and this pjua Oecd does not point back to ver. 8, but 
to arooradéor in ver. 15, as the remaining contents of the verse show, so that 
the signification saying obtains textually the more precise definition of its 
sense as behest. But when dof? has been taken in two different senses in 
ver. 16 and ver. 17, so that in ver. 16 it signifies the preaching, but in ver. 
17 the hearing (Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, according to whom the preach- 
ing is to be analyzed into its two elements, the hearing and the word of 
God, comp. Tholuck) ; or when in dud pjyato¢g Ocod, instead of ‘‘ God’s 
word,” divine revelation has been substituted (Reiche, van Hengel, comp. 
Olshausen, who explains it as equivalent to did rvebuarog Ocov) : these are 
just makeshifts in order to separate the incorrectly assumed notion of pyjya 
Ocov from that of éxof.2—How could Paul infer also 4 dé axon dia pihyarog Oecd 


1 That acon may denote hearkening, listen- 
ing to, is undoubted. See Plato, Theaet. p. 
142 D; Diod. xix. 41. But more usually it 
denotes, even in the classics, either the 
Faculty of hearing, or, as here, the thing 
heard. Comp. on Gal. iii. 2. 

2 In which they cannot succeed, however, 


for é& axo7s in fact could not be a hearken- 
ing in the abstract, but only the hearkening 
to the word of God (the gospel). Soalso, the 
thing heard would be even in itself the word 
of God ; therefore we are not to explain, 
with van Hengel: ‘tid vero, quod auditum 
est, debetur patefactiont divinae.” 
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from Isaiah? Certainly not from the mere address xipve, but rather from 
the whole attitude of the prophet towards God, as it is expressed in ktpve 
. . . quov,—an attitude in which the prophet stands as the servant and am- 
bassador of God, so that God thus appears as He on whose saying, i.e. on 
whose command, the axof is preached. 

Ver. 18. A perhaps possible exculpation for the Jews is suggested by Paul 
as a spontaneous objection, and that in the form of a question to be negatived, 
and is then repelled with words from Scripture. ‘‘ But I ask : Was it then 
in any way not possible for them to come to faith 2 axoy¢? The preaching 
surely did not remain unheard by them, surely did not fail to come at all to 
their ears ?”” The correct view is simply and clearly given by Chrysostom. 
Incorrectly Hofmann : After Paul has introduced the prophet as speaking, 
he leaps over to the saying something Aimself, which that prophetic saying 
suggests to him. Against this may be urged, (1) that not here for the first 
time, but already in ver. 17, it is Paul who speaks ; (2) that he, in placing 
himself in contradistinction to the prophet, must have written not merely 
GAAa Abyw, but 442’ éyd Aéyw 3 (8) that 422d 2. is not to be taken, with Hof- 
mann, ‘‘ Well! then I say,” since in that case 444d would have the sense of 
agreement. or concession (see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 16), which is suitable 
neither here nor in ver. 19.1 The dAAd is the quite customary 4/24 of objection, 
which is made by oneself or in the name of the opponent ; Baeumlein, p. 13. 
— On the following question : Swrely it cannot be that they have not heard? 
observe that ov« is closely joined to jxovoay, expressing the opposite of 
jxovoav (Baeumlein, p. 277 f. ; Winer, p. 476 [E. T. 511] ; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 
4, xi. 22), and that the interrogative 7 supposes the negative answer : by no 
means has it remained unheard by them, which negation of the od« #xovcay im- 
plies the assertion of the jxoveav. — FKovoav] sc. tHv axofvy. The subject is 
those who'remained unbelieving (od mdvtec trpx., ver. 16), by whom Paul 
certainly means the Jews, although without expressing it directly and exclu- 
sively. The reference to the Gentiles (Origen, Calvin, Fritzsche, and others, 
including van Hengel and Krummacher) is quite foreign to the connection ; 
comp. on ver. 15.—jevodvye] imo vero.2 See on ix. 20.—elic¢ racav x.7.A.] 
from Ps. xix. 5 (close after the LXX.), where the subject spoken of is the 
universally diffused natural revelation of God ; Paul clothes in these 
sacred words the expression of the going forth (é£7A4@ev, aor.) everywhere of 
the preaching of the gospel. Comp. Justin, c. Tryph. 42, Apol. i. 40. —6 
p0dyyo¢ avtav] their sound, the sound which the preachers (to these, accord- 
ing to the connection, air» refers, which in the psalm refers to heaven, the 
handiworks of God, day and night) send forth while they preach.- In the 
LXX. it is a translation of 0D3p, which some have understood, with Luther, 
as their measuring line (comp. Hupfeld), some, and rightly so, according 
to the parallelism, with the LXX., Symm., Syr., Vulg., and most exposi- 


1 Hofmann appeals without pertinence to —evodvye Ett AVoeuKéxpyrat, ... AVwY Td 
Hartung, Il. p. 35. Forthe proinde in chal- ¢ntovmevorv, Comp. on the péy ody intro- 
lenges or exclamations is here entirely ducing a correcting answer, Hermann, ad 
heterogeneous. Viger. p. 845; Pflugk, a@ Hur. Hec. 1261; 

2 Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly says: 7d Kiihner, II. 2, p. 711. 
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tors, as their sound. — The answer wevovvye x.7.2. (in which, moreover, Paul 
does not adduce the passage from the Psalms ‘as a quotation) confutes the ob« 
jKovoav very forcibly, because it argues @ majori, and even applies to all the 
Jews of the dispersion. But the conclusion that, according to our present 
passage, the gospel had at that time actwally penetrated everywhere (even 
to China, America, etc.), is simply an arrant mistake, contrary to the nature 
of the popularly poetical expression, although, in imitation of the older 
commentators, renewed by Lohe (v. d. Kirche, p. 34 ff.), and Pistorius in 
the Luther. Zeitschr. 1846, I. p. 40. The universal extension of the gospel 
(comp. Col. i. 6, 23; Clem. Cor. i. 5) set on foot by the apostles on a suffi- 
ciently large scale, is continually in course of development. Comp. xi. 25, 26. 

Ver. 19. A further possible exculpation,' introduced in emphatic con- 
formity with the preceding, and the repelling of it by means of scriptural 
declarations down to ver. 21. On aad Theodore of Mopsuestia rightly ob- 
serves : mdAw érépay dvtTideccv émdyer. — uy lopana ovk éyvo;| surely it did 
not remain unknown to the Israelites ?? The ‘‘it” to be supplied with éyvw 
(see Nigelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 120, ed. 3) is: 6rz ei¢ macav tiv yay eSedeboerac 6 
o0dyyoc avtov x.t.A. This universal destination of the preaching of Christ 
expressed in ver. 18 must have been known by the Jews, for long ago Moses 
and also Isaiah had prophesied the conversion of the Gentiles— Isaiah 
likewise, the refractory spirit of opposition thereto of the Jews (vv. 20, 21). 
This reference of ov« éyvw alone (followed also by de Wette, Fritzsche, and 
Tholuck) flows purely in accordance with the text from what immediately 
precedes, and is at the same time naturally in keeping with the contents of 
the corresponding biblical passages ; for the conversion of the Gentiles and 
the universality of Christianity are one ; since the former was prophesied to 
the Jews, the latter could not be unknown to them ; and they could not 
therefore allege as the excuse for their unbelief : We did not know that 
Christianity is destined for the whole of humanity—the less could they do 
so, since Isaiah places before them the true source of their unbelief in their: 
own spirit of resistance. The view of the passage which comes substantially 
nearest to ours, is that of Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius & Lapide, Piscator,, 
Pareus, Toletus, Calovius, Turretine, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Koppe, Benecke, 
K6llner, Ewald (comp. Tholuck), who supply with ovK éyvw : that the Gospel’ 
would pass over from the Jews to the Gentiles. So Pelagius and Theodore of’ 
Mopsuestia: 7d rove é& éOvv rpocerAnghac cic THY evoéBevav. But this is wrong, 
in so far as the object to be supplied is not purely borrowed from the preced- 
ing, but is already in part anticipated from what follows. Beza has vaguely 
and erroneously supplied Dewm with éyvw ; Reithmayr, on the other hand, 
thinks no object is to be supplied ; while others imagine the gospel to be the 
object (‘‘ Have they not learnt to know the gospel, in order to be able to 
believe in it ?”). So Chrysostom, Vatablus, Gomarus, Hammond, Estius, 


1 The correctness of which wouldinturn indicates a climax of the increasing urgency’ 
weaken the blamableness pointed out in of the question, and which is the more natu- 
ver. 18. Comp. Chrys. rally suggested to Paul,since he has already 

2 Those previously meant (in opposition to in view a prophecy directed to the people: 
Hofmann) are here expressly named—which in contrast to the Gentiles (ver. 21). 
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and several others, including Riickert, Olshausen, van Hengel, Beyschlag, 
Mangold, and, with a peculiar turn, Philippi also ; similarly Hofmann and 
others, taking up the following rparoc (see below). In that case—against 
which there is no objection in itself —yy IppayA oix Zyvw would be so com- 
plete a parallel to 9 obk jxovcav in ver. 18, that here, as there, the gospel 
would have to be supplied. But as this is by no means necessary (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann)—since it fully satisfies the symmetry of the discourse, if 
in both instances 4424 2éyo has its reference to what immediately precedes— 
so it is directly opposed by the fact, that the following reply beginning with 
xpotoc would not be suitable. For if we were to assume that Paul has 
given an indirect answer (‘‘ when he shows that the Gentiles believe, he says : 
How should not, could not Israel have believed, if it had willed ?” Olsh.), 
this would only be a makeshift, in which the answer would appear the more 
unsuitable in proportion to its indirectness, and still leave open the possi- 
bility of the ov« éyvw. Or if we were to suppose with Riickert, that the 
thought is: ‘‘ Want of knowledge is not the cause, but God is now putting 
into penal execution what He has threatened, and is allowing salvation to 
pass over to the Gentiles, in order thereby to convert the Jews to a better 
disposition,” the point of the gw would not be entered into at all, and 
moreover, the essential part of the interpretation would simply be supplied 
by the reader. This objection is at the same time valid against van Hengel, 
according to whom it is to be made to appear from the following prophetic 
quotations that Israel had indeed known, but had shamefully despised, the 
gospel. Orif, finally, with Philippi, we are to say that the passages from 
the prophets contained not a refutation, but a substantiation, of the fact that 
verily Jsrael* had rejected the gospel (which rejection lies in ov« é1w), this 
would be inconsistent with the interrogative form with u# (comp. on iii. 5), 
which necessarily presupposes the denial? of the ov« 41e (consequently the 
affirmative :.éyvw). In entire deviation from the views just given, Reiche 
thinks that Icpaf” is accusative, and Oed¢ to be supplied as subject. ‘‘ Did 
not God recognize Israel for His people ? How could He permit it to be so 
blinded and hardened ?” Itis decisive against this view, that to supply 
Oed¢ as subject, especially after ver. 18, is highly arbitrary, and that the 
following passages of Scripture would be quite inappropriate. — xpéroc] not 
in the sense of rpérepoc (which, regarded by itself, might indeed be the case 
-according to the context ; see on Johni. 15); but, since Moses is quoted, 


1 Philippi paraphrases: ‘‘Is it conceivy- poses, in the event of the denial of the ques- 


‘able that Israel precisely, the chosen people 
of God, did not recognize the Messianic 
‘owrnpta destined in an especial manner 
for it, or the preaching thereof, while yet 
the Gentiles attained to this knowledge?’ 
“The adduced passages from the prophets 
show now that there was by no means any 
cause of wonder over this fact, for thus exact- 
ly it had been predicted in the divine word, 
-namely, that the Gentiles would accept, 
‘but Israel would reject, the salvation.” 

2 Philippi, indeed, in eds. 2 and 8, pro- 


tion being retaitned,— which, however, he 
does not concede,—the expedient, that then 
the prophetic passages might serve to prove 
that the fact of the prophecy, which ap- 
peared in itself incredible, had nevertheless 
occurred in correspondence therewith. 
But the contents of this thought would be 
invented, not gathered from the language ; 
and self-contradictory besides, for the no 
would be involved in the question, and in 
mpatos «.7.A. the yes, which had yet oc- 
curred in accordance with prophecy. 
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with whom the testimony of God in the 0.:T. begins : at the jirst (who in 
Scripture comes forward in opposition to this) speaks Moses. Of the later 
testimonies of Scripture, Paul then contents himself with adducing only the 
bold divine utterances of Isaiah. Theodore of Mopsuestia well gives it : 
ev0d¢ Mwiofc. Wetstein, Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Hofmann, connect rpéroc 
with ob« vo. But the supposed sense : ‘‘ Did not Israel first learn to know 
it (the gospel)?” or, as Hofmann expresses it : ‘‘ Was it possibly to stand in 
such a position, that Israel did not obtain the first experience of it 2” must have 
been expressed without ph.’—éyo zapat. «.7.2.] Deut. xxxii. 21, almost 
exactly after the LXX. God there, in the song of Moses, threatens the 
idolatrous Israelites, that He on His part (¢yé) will bless a Gentile people, and 
thereby incite the former to jealousy and to wrath, as they had incited Him 
by their worship of idols. Paul recognizes in this—according to the rule of 
the constancy of the divine ways in the history of the development of the 
theocracy—a type of the attaining of the Gentiles to participation in the 
communion of God’s people, whereby the jealousy and wrath of the Jews 
will be excited. —é7’ ove sve] DY x3, in respect to a not-people ; for only 
the people of God was the real one, the people corresponding to the divine 
idea of a people ; every other is the negation of this idea. Comp. ix. 25 ; 
1 Pet. ii. 10. On the connection of of with nouns, cancelling the notion 
objectively, see Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 129; Grimm on 2 Mace. iv. 13. 
Often found in Thucydides (Kriiger on i, 137. 4). On ézxi, over, on the 
ground, that is, on account of, comp. Demosthenes, 1448. 4: rapokvvbévrwy éxi 
T@ yeyevnuévo, Polyb. iv. 7, 5. —aovvétw] ti yap ‘WAAGvav aovverdrepov FbAouw 
Kad AiBowe mpockeyyvérwv ; Theophylact. Comp. i. 21. 

Vv. 20, 21. Aé] marking the transition to another prophet, as at ix. 27. 
—arotoAud x. Aéyer] is emboldened and says. The latter is the immediate 
consequence of the former ; hence here not a Hebraizing mode of expression 
for the adverbial notion (he freely speaks out), but axoroApu. is absolute (Hom. 
Il. x. 232, xii. 51, et al.).? —arorohud] éBcacato your eimeiv tHy aAgbevay Kai 
cvdvveroat }) axocwnjoa, Theophylact. Yet the prophet of bold speech is 
represented as present, as previously Moses in Aéyer. The citation is Isa. Ixv. 
1, freely from the LXX., and with undesigned transposition of the two 
parallel clauses. According to its historical sense, the passage refers to the 
Jews* who had become apostate from God through immorality and idolatry, 
on whose behalf the prophet has just begged for grace, to which entreaty 


1 By taking mpéros with éyvw, there would 
result the quite preposterous sense of the 
question: Surely it is not possibly the case 
that Israel first remained unacquainted 
with it? i.e. that the Israelites were the 
first to whose knowledge the gospel had 
not come? Hofmann groundlessly refers 
to Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 214 [H. T. 248], 
and explains as though ov« did not qualify 
éyvw, but mporos, as though consequently 
Paul had said: ph "IopanA od mpatos ey ; 
This would be: Surely Israel has not expe- 
rienced it only in the second place (the Gen- 


tile world in the first)? With strange incor- 
rectness, Hofmann says that, according to 
our way of taking tpé7os, elwev should stand 
instead of Aéyer. Moses speaks and writes 
(ver. 5) still at this day as mp@ros in the O. T. 

2 Comp, Winer, p. 437 f. [H. T. 468 f.]. 
Buttmann, p. 249 [E. T. 290]; and see 
Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 178; Hom. J/. i. 92: 
Oaponce kal nida pavris, 

3 Not to the Gentiles (Calvin, Vitringa, 
Philippi). See, on the other hand, Delitzsch 
on Isa, 
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Jehovah begins His answer by reminding them how He had given Himself 

to be found, and revealed Himself with prevenient undeserved kindness to 

the faithless people. But in the apostate Israel, which was in fact sunk 

into an idolatrous condition (see esp. Isa. Ixiv. 6, Ixv. 3 ff.), and in the re- 

lation to it which Jehovah here affirms of Himself, Paul sees a typical repre- 

sentation of the Gentile world, which (as dOco év T6 xéouw, Eph. ii. 12) did 

not concern itself about God, but to which God has given Himself to be— 
found, and (epexegetic parallel) to be recognized in His self-revelation 

(through the gospel). The Gentiles have accepted this prevenient divine 

compassion, but Israel in its obstinate apostasy has resisted it ; hence Paul 

continues in ver. 21 with rpd¢ d2 tov "Iopayd Aéyer. The latter clearly indi- 

cates that Paul really found in ver. 20 the prophetic reference to the Gen- 

tile world (of which Israel is the opposite) ; and not, as Hofmann with strict 

adherence to the historical sense of the original supposes, the /rwitlessness 

of the divine long-suffering towards Israel, which justifies God's dealing if He 

now rests not until He has requited its disobedience. According to this inter- 

pretation, rpd¢ rdv Iopay4 would have been already said in ver. 20, against 

which view ver. 21 testifies. — eipéyv] not: ‘‘I have allowed myself to be 

found” (Reiche and others), but : I have been found. On the sense, comp. 

Acts xvii. 27; and on the connection of efp. and éug. éyev., Wisd. 1. 1 f. 

The aorists are, in the sense of the apostle, to be understood of that which 

has taken place in the Christian present. — roi¢ éué pq Exepor.| who inquired 

not of me, namely, respecting revelation ; comp. Ezek. xx. 1 ; Dem. 1072. 

12. — Ver. 21. zpéc] not adversus (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Toletus, 

Grotius, Cramer, Koppe), since in itself—without a more special indication 

of the text which would yield the hostile sense—it denotes only the simple 

placing in contrast. Hence, either : in reference to Israel (Estius, Wolf, Ch. 

Schmidt, and others, including Tholuck, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi), 

like Heb. i. 7, 8, Luke xii. 41, xx. 19; or, ‘‘ in thecase of Israel He declares” 

(K6lner, Riickert, Ewald, and others, following Luther and Vulg.). The 

former view, which is adopted also by van Hengel, is to be preferred for this 

reason, that dé introduces a contrast, not with those to whom the previous 
passage was directed, but with those to whom it refers in respect of its fig- 

urative application. — 2éyec] Isaiah, namely. That he speaks in the name 
of God, is understood of itself. — 6Anv riv juép.] the whole day, like viii. 36. 

Expresses the unremitting nature of the love. — drei0. x. avtiAéyovta] present 
participle, denoting the continuance of the conduct. dv7Aéy. is not to be 
explained, with Grotius, Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel, and most, as to be 
refractory, which it does not mean, but to contradict. The Jews—although 
God stretched out His saving hands towards them from early morning till 
evening (comp. Prov. i. 24)—are disobedient, and say : We will not ! Comp. 

Matt. xxiii. 87 ; Tit. ii. 9 ; 3 Macc. ii. 28; Lucian. D. M. xxx. 8; and see 
on John xix, 12. Also in Achilles Tatius, v. 27 (in opposition to Kypke and 
Fritzsche), avriaéyew is conceived as contradiction ; as also dvriAoyia, Heb. 

xii. 3. Note how opposed the passage is to absolute predestination, and 
particularly to the Calvinistic ‘‘ voluntas beneplaciti et signi.” 


NOTES. AQ1 


Norrs py Amentcan Boprror. 
CX. Ver. 4. réAo¢ yap vduov Xpioréc, 


That Meyer's view of réAoc is correct is shown both by the preceding and 
by the following context. The idea of the Apostle in ix. 30-32, and in the 
third verse of this chapter, is that of two opposite and mutually exclusive 
systems. The same is true of vv. 5 ff. In these verses he is not discussing 
the matter which is under consideration in Gal. iii. 23 ff., but that which 
is noticed in Gal. iii. 11, 12. According to the plan adopted, indeed, and 
the line of argument pursued, he introduces the point ina different place 
and connection in the two Epistles. But the point itselfis the same. The 
law-system and the faith-system are, in their very nature, contrary to each 
other. That which lies at the foundation in the one case is doing: in the 
other, it is believing. It will be observed, also, that the same passage from the 
O. T. (Levit. xviii. 5)is cited here which appears in Gal. iii. 12. The thought 
connected with réAoc must, accordingly, be this: When Christ, who brings in 
the completeness of the faith-system, enters upon His work, the law-system is 
ended and excluded. Hence, also, it follows that the Jews, in holding to the 
law-system, fail of righteousness, which comes only by faith. 

The connection, in this underlying idea, between the present passage and 
Gal. ili. 11 f., has also an important bearing on the meaning of yduov in this 
verse. In Gal. iii. the fact that 6 véuoc, which must mean the Mosaic law, occurs 
both in ver. 10 and ver. 12, together with the fact that the proof given of the 
subjection of those who are é épywv vduov to a curse is the declaration of the 
O. T., that every man who does not continue in all the things which are written 
in the book of the law (rod véuov) is accursed, makes it manifest that véuov and 
Tod véuov are intended by the writer to refer to the same thing. If, however, 
this is true in the corresponding verses in the letter to the Galatians, it must 
be admitted to be trtie also in the verses now before us, for we find here the 
same principal thought confirmed by the same O, T. passage, and not only so, 
but we find the cited words, which in the original refer to the Mosaic law (i.e. 
6 véuoc), used as giving Moses’ description of the dcxasoovvy vouov. 

That rav7i in this verse has the same sense with that mentioned in Note 
VIII., p. 76, is evident from the words "Iovdaiov te kai “EAAnvog of ver 12 (comp. 
mavrac, ver, 12, mdc¢, vv. 11, 13), and also from vy, 18-21. 


CXI, Vv. 6-9. 


The citation here is from Deut. xxx. 11-14. There can be no doubt that this 
passage, as it occurs in the O. T., refers to the law of Moses, and declares to 
the people that, inasmuch as that law had been clearly set before their minds, 
the fulfilment of its duties was a thing close at hand for them in their daily 
living. It is applied, however, by Paul to the faith-system, as descriptive of 
its distinguishing peculiarity in contrast with the law-system. In connection 
with this fact the following points may be noticed. (a) The writer allows him- 
self to use an O. T. citation in a sense different from the primary sense of the 
original. That there was a secondary meaning in the passage quoted, which 
answers to the one brought out by the Apostle, is indicated only by the fact 
that he employs the words as he does, (b) In his peculiar use and application 


i 
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of the words, the Apostle changes the original expressions so far as to adapt 
them more fully to his purpose: e.g. ‘‘who shall descend into the abyss,’’ 
instead of ‘‘ who shall go over the sea for us.’’ (c) He also adds explanatory 
words which are connected with his application of the passage, and, in the in- 
stance just mentioned, such explanatory words as seem to indicate plainly his 
object in altering the original. (d) He does not, however, formally declare that 
Moses describes the righteousness of faith in this language, but simply appro- 
priates the words of Moses for the purpose of setting forth the description of it. 
The passage serves, thus, to show the freedom which the writer exercises in 
the matter of quotation, and its phenomena, with those which kindred passages 
present, must be fairly considered in any examination or discussion of the 
question as to the use made by N. T. writers of words from the O. T. 

In the attempt to determine the precise thought which the Apostle intends to 
express by ti¢ dvaBjoeras k.T.A., aS he makes the words descriptive of faith, we 
must observe: (1) That the main design of the introduction of the passage is 
to set forth the contrast with the law-system. The central idea, thus, is be- 
lieving as opposed to doing. (2) That the questions tic «.7.2. in the O. T. verses 
refer to the difficulty and remoteness of the thing in question, as if it must be 
brought to us from heaven, or from beyond the sea, in order to our hearing or 
doing it. (3) That, in the use of the citation by Paul, we must look for the 
second idea (2) as well as the first (1), if we would reach the full significance 
of it to his mind. He denies, in the earlier and negative part, that the faith- 
system involves the necessity of any great or impossible work, and affirms, in 
the positive part, the simple demand for believing. (4) The explanation of the 
added words, to bring Christ down from heaven, or up from the dead, is most readi- 
ly suggested by the fact that, as connected with the system of faith, His de- 
scent to this world and resurrection from the dead accomplished the two great 
things which were essential to be done. These two things have been already 
accomplished, and the Christian has only to accept them by faith. The un- 
derstanding of these questions, therefore, as questions of unbelief, as Meyer 
and some others explain them, is unnecessary, and also contrary to the 
indications of the passage. Meyer urges that vy. 9 ff. suggest nothing of diffi- 
culty and facility. This suggestion is made, however, by the éyyic «.r.A. of ver. 
8 in contrast with ju) ein . . . Tic K.7.A. of Ver. 6 (comp. the verses in Deut.), and 
is carried over, without further repetition of it, into vy. 9 ff. He also presses, 
as if decisive, the fact that vv, 5-8 are designed to be ‘‘a proof, founded on 
Moses, of the statement réAo¢ véuov Xprordc,’’ and that the force of the proof 
depends on the essential difference between the faith dicavocdvy and that of the 

law, and not on the facility of the former. No doubt it does thus depend on 
the difference. But in the investigation of the ric questions we are consider- 
ing not the central idea of the passage alone, but the cause for introducing certain 
words. ‘These words, which are in the negative part of what is said, contain 
something more than the mere foundation thought of that part, i.e. not doing. 
They refer to the not doing a particular thing, and the point to be determined 
is why this particular thing is mentioned. Meyer himself is compelled to 
give an answer to this inquiry, and to say that the words imply a denial that 
Christ has come in the flesh. There is no hint of such a denial, however, in 
any simple application of the O. T. verses, and no necessary suggestion of it 
in anything which the Apostle says, 
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CXII. Ver. 12. 6 yap airoc¢ xvpio¢ ravtwr, 


That xipioc here refers to Christ cannot be considered certain. That this 
reference is probable, however, must be admitted, because we find the same 
‘word in ver. 9 as the predicate in the confession Jesus is Lord ; because it 
occurs here in a sentence introduced for the purpose of proving that every one, 
whether Jew or Gentile, who believes on Him, will not be ashamed ; because 
with the idea of calling upon this xvpoc, which is presented in the last clause 
of the verse, is connected the idea of believing, ver. 14 ; and because the hear- 
ing, which is intimated to be the necessary antecedent condition to believing, 
is said in ver. 17 to come through the word of Christ [Xpiorod is the true 
reading in that verse]. 

The remark of Meyer (who accepts the reference of xipuo¢ to Christ), that 
‘*the calling upon Christ —who nowhere in the N. T. appears as identical with 
the Jehovah of the O. T.—is not the worshipping absolutely, as it takes place 
only in respect of the Father, as the one absolute God ; but rather worship ac- 
cording to that relativity in the consciousness of the worshipper, which is con- 
ditioned by the relation [i.e. of ‘dependence and subordination ’] of Christ 

_ to the Father,”’ is not suggested by anything in this chapter or verse. What- 
ever foundation may be claimed for it must be discovered elsewhere. Alford, 
on the other hand, affirms that ‘‘there is hardly a stronger proof, or one more 
irrefragable by those who deny the Godhead of our Blessed Lord, than the 
unhesitating application to Him of the name and attributes of Jehovah,”’ 


CXIII. Ver. 14-21. 


The verses from ix. 30 to x. 13 set forth directly the cause of the failure of the 
Jews. Vv. 14-21 show that, as related to this cause, they were without excuse. 
The cause is their failure to accept and adopt the way of righteousness which 
God has provided—righteousness by faith. ‘The only two excuses for this fail- 
ure, which they could present, were, first, that they had not heard of the faith 
system, and secondly, that, having heard it, they had found it to be a system so 
inconsistent, in respect to its universality, with the teachings of the O. T. 
Scriptures as to render it natural for them to reject it. Both of these points 
are considered, and the Apostle gives, in citations from the O. T., a denial of 
each of them. The Jews had heard, since the messengers had gone forth far 
and wide. The prophets, and even Moses, had pointed to the ingathering of 
the Gentile nations, and also to the disobedience and gainsaying of the Jews. 
Bui, after they had heard, they had not yielded to God’s method, vv. 16-18 ; 
and, notwithstanding they had known, they would not accept and believe, vv. 
19-21. To these verses, as Meyer also says, a prefatory passage, vv. 14, 15, is 
prefixed, which allows that there would be an excuse were there no preachers 
sent forth by the Lord to proclaim the truth. The form and phraseology of 
vy. 14, 15 are determined by the preceding verses, out of which they naturally 
spring in the progress of the sentences. But in relation to the main line of 


the thought, they open a new paragraph. 
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CHAPTER XI. 


Ver. 1. After r. Aady adroit, A D* 8** and some Fathers have 6v mpoéyva. 
So Lachm. in brackets. An addition from ver. 2. — Ver. 2. After Icpaya Elz. 
has Aéywv, against decisive evidence. — Ver. 3. rd Ovovaor.] Elz.: cai rtd Ove., 
against so important witnesses, that «ai would appear a connective addition. 
Comp. the LXX. — Ver. 6. The addition in Elz., ei d2 é& épywv, obxére tori yapec- 
émel 7d Epyov oveére éoriv épyov, is wanting in AC DEF GP &*, 47, Copt. Sah. 
Arm. Vulg. It. Dam. Rufin., and all the Latin Fathers. An old interpolation 
(found already in B L &**, Syr. Arr. Chrys.), with a view to the completion of 
the proof ; rejected by Erasmus, Grotius, Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, Lachm. ; 
adopted, indeed, by Tisch. 7, but again omitted in ed. 8; after Beza, Bengel, 
Matthiae, Rinck, defended most thoroughly by Fritzsche and Reiche (in opp. 
to his Commentary) in the Comment. Crit. I. p. 68 ff. But considering the pre- 
ponderance of the opposing testimony, the completely superfluous character of 
the proposition in the argument, and the anomalous form in which the words 
appear in the principal Codex which contains them (B: «i d? 2§ pywr, oixérte 
xapic: evel 70 Epyov obkéte EoTLy yapic), and also the other variations in detail 
(see Tisch. 8), the defences of them are not convincing. See also van Hengel. 
The argument for retaining them, on the ground that an interpolator would 
have framed them more closely in conformity with the first half of the verse, 
is weakened by the fact that very ancient authorities have éariv instead of yive- 
tat also in the first half of the verse. — Ver. 7. rovro] Elz.: rotirov, against de- 
cisive evidence. An emendation in accordance with the usual construction. — 
Ver. 13. y¢dp] Lachm., Tisch. 8: dé according to A B P §, min. Syr. Copt. 
Damasc. Theodoret. ms. ; C has odv ; Aeth. utr. no particle. With such divided 
testimony, dé is the best supported, and to be preferred ; it came to be glossed by 
more definite particles. — yév] is wantingin D EF G, min., which was occasioned 
by the apparent absence of reference for the #év. Lachm., Tisch. 8: yép odr, 
according to A BC P &, Copt., which has therefore the external attestation de- 
cidedly in its favour, but is to be explained from the fact that the unrelated 
pév was glossed by odv (a new sentence was commenced with é¢’ éc0v) ; therefore 
these authorities indirectly pass over to the side of the otherwise weakly ac- 
credited Recepta. — Ver. 17. rij¢ pitne kai] This kai is wanting in B C &*, Copt. 
Omitted by Tisch. 8; but how easily it might be suppressed, owing to the ho- 
moeoteleuta ! In D* F G, codd. It. Irv., rie pityc is also wanting from the like 
cause. — Ver. 19. xAddov] So Rinck, Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. 8, according to de- 
cisive testimony. But Elz. and Tisch. 7 have oi «Addo. the article being me- 
chanically introduced in imitation of rdv K/iddwv, vv. 17, 18. Were o! original, 
and had it been desired through its omission to designate the tivéc tov KAddwv 
in ver. 17 (Matth., Fritzsche), it would have more readily occurred to the me- 
chanical tendency of copyists to insert rivéc instead of of, — Ver. 20. dynrogpvec] 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8: syd gpdver, according to AB. Resolution of the 
word—which is only found besides in 1 Tim. vi. 17—into its elements in con- 
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formity with xii. 16. — Ver. 21. pj] is wanting in A BOP ®, min., Copt. 
Damase. Ruf. Aug. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch, 8. But the offence which 
was taken partly at the apparent unrelatedness of jjrwe (which is therefore 
exchanged in Or. for xéow pddAdov and iow rAéov), partly at the following 
future, readily induced the omission. For ¢geionra, which Elz. has instead of 
gelcera, is very feebly supported by evidence, and has manifestly come in in 
accordance with the original u7rw¢ ; wrongly defended anew by Rinck. See 
| the exegetical notes ; comp. also Beng. Apparat. Crit. — Ver. 22. In the second 
clause Lachm, and Tisch. have, instead of arorouiav, axorouia, and instead of 
XenoroTyTa, ypyotorns Oeod ; the former according to A BC §&*, 67**, Or. Da- 
mase. ; the latter according to A B C D* (8 has ypyordryrog Oevd), 67**, Arm. 
Or. Eus. Damase. Rightly; the common reading is a hasty grammatical 
emendation. coi, too, bears, in its belonging to the reading ypyordérne, the 
stamp of genuineness, — Ver. 25. zap’ éavt.] Lachm. and Tisch. 7: év éuvr., 
according to A B, Damase. The latter is to be preferred (xap’ éavr. was intro- 
duced through a comparison of xii. 16), and it explains, too, the origin of the 
bare éavroig in F G ; for by the omission of the N the preposition would easily 
come to be dropped. — Ver. 30. dueic] Elz., Scholz: cai dweic, against decisive 
evidence. — Ver. 31. Before @Aenf. B D* 8, Copt. Dam. have viv ; so Lachm. 
in brackets, and Tisch, 8. Inappropriate addition, arising from misconception, 
instead of which some min. have torepov. — Ver. 32. tod¢ mdvtac.] Instead of 
the first r. z., D. Ir. ef al. have ra wdvta, and F G mdvta. Also Vulg. It. ex- 
press the neuter, which, however, is taken from Gal, iii. 22. 


Contents :—After the humiliation hitherto expressed, there now fol- 
lows the consolation in respect to the exclusion of a large part of Israel. (1) 
God has not cast off His people, but has allowed a part of them, according 
to a gracious election, to attain to salvation, and has hardened the remain- 
der, vv. 1-10. (2) Yet God wills not their final destruction ; nay, their un- 
belief subserves the salvation of the Gentiles, and their conversion will have 
yet more happy consequences. This is matter for hope, and the Gentile 
Christians may not therefore give way to self-exaltation, vv. 11-24. (8) 
For the hardening of a portion of the people will last no longer than until 
the whole of the Gentiles have become Christians ; and then Israel will ob- 
tain salvation, vv. 25-32. How unfathomable are the riches, wisdom, and 
knowledge of God! To Him be glory ! vv. 33-86. 

Ver. 1. Aéyo oiv] [See Note CXIV. p. 458] corresponds to the twofold aaa 
Aéyo, x. 18, 19, but so, that now this third interrogative Aéyo is introduced 
in an inferential form. In consequence, namely, of what had just been clear- 
ly laid down in x. 18 ff., as to the guilt of resistant Israel in its exclusion 
from salvation in Christ—over-against the Gentiles’ acceptance of it—the 
difficult question might arise : Surely God has not cast off His people? Surely 
it is not so tragic a fate, that we must infer it from that conduct of the 
people ?? Paul states this question, earnestly negatives it, and then sets 


1 Namely, as a divine measure of retri- ing off from Himself is not viewed as the 
bution taken in consequence of their spirit cause (against this is x. 21), but as the penal 
of resistance to the message of salvation consequence, of the disdaining God’s loving 
preached to them. ‘The divine act of cast- _—_-will. 
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forth the real state of the matter. The opinion of Hofmann, that the apos- 
tle starts this question because the scriptural passages x. 18 ff. show that it is to 
be negatived, is the consequence of his incorrect interpretation of those script- 
ural sayings, and is confuted by the fact that the negation is first given and 
supported in what follows, not drawn from what precedes, but made good by 
a quite fll eee proof, ver. 2. — yy aréoaro x.t.A.] Comp. Ps. xciv. 
14, xcv. 3; 1 Sam. xii. 32 ; on the form, see Winer, p. 86 [E. T. 90]. Reiche 
thinks, but erroneously, that the question is not expressed sharply enough, 
and that dzavra is to be supplied. ’Azécaro has in truth the emphasis, and 
is placed first on that account ; so that Paul’s simple idea is, that the casting 
off of God’s peopie, exclusion from the divine decree of the bestowal of sal- 
vation, recall of this destination to salvation, may not be inferred from what 
has gone before. Rightly, too, Bengel remarks : ‘‘ Ipsa populi ejus appella- 
tio rationem negandi continet.” This ratio negandi is then, in ver. 2, addi- 
tionally strengthened by év rpoéyvw. — The yu) yévorro expresses horror at the 
aréoaro, not at the Aéyw (van Hengel), as though Paul had written simply 
axdcaro without pw. — Kal yap éyo «.7.2.] For I also, etc., expresses the motive 
for yw yévorro! For Paul, as a true Israelite of patriotic feeling, cannot, in 
virtue of his theocratic self-esteem, admit that azécaro, but can only repel 
the suggestion with abhorrence. Comp. de Wette and Baumgarten-Crusius. 
A peculiar proof of the obx axécaro was yet to follow. Usually it is thought 
that Paul proves the negation by his own example, since he in truth was not 
cast off. So also Philippi. But apart from the consideration, that the ex- 
ample of a single elected one, however highly favoured,’ would be far from 
convincing, we see no reason why Paul should have added éx« ovépu. ’ABp., 
ova. Beviay. ; Moreover, it appears from ver. 2, where he defines the negation, 
emphatically reiterates it, and then confirms it from Scripture, that he did 
not intend till ver. 2 to adduce the argument against the arécarw, which he 
had only provisionally rejected in ver. 1. Without the least indicatiom from 
the text, Hofmann introduces into «. éyé the reference : Even I, the apostle 
entrusted with the calling of the Gentile world (which is supposed to imply a 
sealing of the sacred historical call of Israel) ; even I, as once upon a time a 
persecutor, deserving of rejection. — ix orépu. AGBp., ova. Beria.] added, in 
order to exhibit the just and genuine privileges of his birth. Comp. Phil. 
ili. 5 ; Acts xiii. 21; Test. XII. Patr. p. 746 f. The tribe of Benjamin was 
in truth, along with that of Judah, the theocratic core of the nation after 
thevextles) Bswive 1) x.) 9, 

Ver. 2. “Ov mpoéyvw| An element whieh renders the impossibility of arécaro 
at once palpable ; comp. ver. 29. Others take it as a limiting definition, 
Tov 2. abrov bv mp. being understood of the spiritual people of God destined to 
the Christian salvation (Origen, Augustine, Chrysostom, Luther, Calvin, and 
others, including Heumann, Semler, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, @léckler), But 
against this view it is decisive that r. 2adv abr. in ver. 1, without any limi- 
tation, denotes the Jewish nation, and consequently Paul himself would now 


1 Theodore of Mopsuestia asks: mas yap TLOTEL TEMVUVOMEVOY Kal wept TavTys SiddoKeLY 
, ores A Risks crap : it; 
olov .. . Te iv ambcacba tov Ocdv Tov emi TH —- UmLTXVOUMEVOY érEpous ; 
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completely disarrange the point in questign; the whole chapter has for its 
subject, not the spiritual Israel, but the fate of the nation in respect to the 
salvation of Messiah. Hence, too, we are not to supply, with Philippi, p. 
554, after dv poéyrw the limitation : as seminary of the spiritual oxépua. — 
The sense of xpoéyrvw has been understood as variously as in viii. 29, but is to 
be taken just as there : God knew His people as such beforehand, before it 
actually existed ; that is to say, it was to Him, to whom the whole future 
development of sacred history was present in His pretemporal counsel and 
plan, known and certain : Jsrael is my peculiar people! And consequently 
God cannot have afterwards rejected Israel ; for this would in truth pre- 
suppose that which is inconceivable with God (comp. Acts xv. 18), and 
irreconcilable with the ayerd@erov tHe Bovage avrov (Heb. vi. 17), namely, 
that he had been deceived in His zpoéyvw ; comp. ver. 80 ff. To suppose 
the gualitas mala of the people as that which God foreknew (van Hengel) is 
inadmissible, for the reason that zpéyrvwore must be the premiss of the 
xpoopitew of the people of God (comp. vill. 29) ; hence, too, it is not to be 
objected, with Hofmann,’ against our view, that God would surely have 
been able to foresee the fact that, and the time when, His people would 
cease to be His people. — 7 ob« oldare «.7.4., down to ver. 4, adduces a proof 
for ov« axécaro from an historical example of Scripture, according to which 
a case analogous to the present of the resistance of the people to God had 
once occurred, but God has made the declaration that He had (not indeed 
cast off His people, but) reserved to Himself, in the midst of the depravity of 
the mass, a number of faithful ones. So (ver. 5) too now there has taken 
place, not a rejection of the people, but rather a gracious election out of the 
people. [See Note CXV. p. 458]. — év ’Hiig] belongs to ri Aéyer, but is not : 
de Elia (Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Castalio, Calovius, and 
others), which would be linguistically erroneous, but : in the passage treat- 
ing of Elias. Comp. Thue. i. 9. 3, where éy rob oxfmtpov dua rh mapadéoet 
eipnxev means : at the passage, where he (Homer) treats of the yielding of the 
sceptre, he has said, ete. Very prevalent is this mode of quotation in Philo, 
and also in the Rabbinical writings (Surenhusius, «araa2. p. 498.) Comp. 
also Mark xii. 26 ; Luke xx. 37, but not Heb. iv. 7. —déc¢ évtvyy. r. ©. xard 
+. "Iopafa] Aependent on ov« oidate, a8 a More precisely defining parallel of 
éy ’HA. ti Aéyee j yp. Comp. Luke vi. 4, xxii. 61; Acts xi. 16, xx. 20, et 
al. ; Géller and Kriiger on Thuc. i. 1. 1. On évrvyydvew (vill. 27, 34 ; 
Heb. vii. 25), with dative of the person concerned (frequently in Plutarch, 
Polyb., Lucian, etc.), comp. Acts xxv. 24; Wisd. vill. 21, xvi. 28. On 
card (accusing), comp. 1 Mace. viii. 82 ; 2 Mace. iv. 36. 

Ver. 8. 1 Kings xix. 10, 14, freely from the LXX.—dré«r.] The Israel- 
ites, namely, under Ahab and Jezebel. 1 Kings xviii. 4, xiii, 22. — xaréo- 
xap.| have thoroughly destroyed, have razed. Comp. Soph. Phil. 986 : Tpotav 
cataoxdwat. Eur. Hee. 22 (of the domestic altar) ; Dem, 361. 20 ; Plut. 


ays. 4 


1 Who also here (comp. on viii. 29) takes This would amount to the notion of the 
mpoéyvw as an act of the will, by which God —zpoerowuwacew in the divine decree (comp. 
has beforehand constituted Israel what it, Eph, ii. 10). 
in accordance therewith, actually became. 
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Popl. 10; 2 Mace. xiv. 88 (7d Qvovacrhpiov). — Ta Qvovacr. | On the plural, 
as the temple in Jerusalem was the place exclusively destined for worship, 
the view of Estius suffices : ‘‘ Verisimile est, Eliam loqui de altaribus, quae 
passim in excelsis studio quodam pietatis Deo vero erecta fuerant ; maxime 
postquam decem tribus regum suorum tyrannide prohibitae fuerunt, ne 
Jerusolymam ascenderent sacrificii causa. Quamvis enim id lege vetitum 
esset [see Lev. xvii. 8, 9; Deut. xii. 13, 14] ac recte fecerint Ezechias et 
Josias, reges Judae, etiam ejusmodi aras evertendo, tamen impium erat eas 
subvertere odio cultus Dei Israel.” Comp. Grotius, also Keil, on the books 
of Kings, p. 262, Archdol. I. § 89. —imeAcig#. wévoc] in the sense of Hlias: 
alone of the prophets ; but according to the application designed by the 
apostle, as ver. 4 shows : as the only one of Thy faithful. But in this case 
we are not to assume, as Hofmann and others wish to do, that Paul, in order 
to suggest this sense, has transposed the original order of the two clauses of 
the verse—which is rather to be regarded as accidental ; and this, consider- 
ing the freedom of citation otherwise used, we need the less hesitate about, 
since Paul could not, even in the original order, see the reference of the 
verse which was in his thoughts to be excluded. — On Cyreiy +. Woy. twvoe, 
to seck after one’s life, see on Matt. ii. 20. 

Ver. 4. ’AAAa] But, although Elijah complained that he had been left 
sole survivor. —6 ypyuatioudc| the divine oracular utterance (replying to this 
accusation). Found here only in N. T. (in the Apocrypha, 2 Mace. ii. 4, 
xi. 17) ; but see Diod. Sic. i. 1, xiv. 7, and Suicer, Zhes. Il. p. 1532 ; and 
respecting ypyuarifo, on Matt. ii. 12. —xarédurov «.t.4.] 1 Kings xix. 18, 
with free deviation, bearing on his object, both from the LXX. and from 
the original. It means: J have left remaining, so, namely, that they are 
not slaughtered with the rest. Comp. Xen. Anab. vi. 3. 5: dx7d pdvove 
xatéAurov (superstites, vivos reliquerunt) ; 1 Macc. xiii. 4. Hofmann incorrect- 
ly takes xaréA. as the third person plural, having the same subject as azéx- 
tewvav. A groundless departure from the Hebrew text and from the LXX., 
according to which God is the subject. And it is God who has guided and 
preserved those who remained over. — éuavr@] i.e. to myself as my property, 
and for my service, in contrast to the idolatrous abomination. — oirive¢ «.T.A. | 
ita comparatos ut, etc.—yévv] Not a knee has been bowed by them ; 
hence the singular, comp. Phil. ii. 10. —rj Baad] Dative of worship. Bern- 
hardy, p. 86. Comp. xiv. 11. The Phoenician divinity oy3, the adoration 
of which was very widely diffused (Keil, § 91) amongst the Jews, especial- 
ly under the later kings, though not of long subsistence (see Ewald, Alterth. 
p. 804), is most probably to be regarded as the sun-god (Movers, Phénicier, 
I. p. 169 ff. ; J. G. Miller in Herzog’s Eneyklop. I. p. 639 f.), not as the 
planet Jupiter (Gesenius in the Hall. Hneyklop. VII. p. 384 ff.). It is re- 
markable—seeing that 22 (according to different local and ritual forms 
also in the plural) is a masculine noun—that in the LXX. and in the Apoc- 
rypha it has sometimes, and most frequently, the masculine article (Num. 
xxii. 41; Judg. ii. 13; 1 Kings xvi. 31, e¢ al.), sometimes the feminine 
(Zeph. i. 4 ; Hos. ii. 8; 1 Sam. vii. 4; always in Jer. ; Tob. i. 5, e¢ ai.). 
That the LXX. should have thought 42 to be of the common gender, and 
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to denote also Astarte (Reiche), is not prohable for this reason, that in the 
LXX. not merely are the masculine Baal and Astarte often mentioned to- 
gether (Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, e¢ al.), but also the feminine Baal and Astarte (1 
Sam. vii. 4). The view that the feminine article was assigned to Béad con- 
temptuously (Gesenius, in Rosenmiiller’s Repert. I. p. 139), as also Tholuck 
and Ewald, Alterth. p. 302, assume, finds no sufficient support—secing that 
4y2 was a very well known divinity—in the feminine designation of idols 
unknown to them in the LXX. at 2 Kings xvii. 30, 81; cannot be justified 
by comparison of the Rabbinical designation of idols as DTN ; and cannot 
be made good in the particular passages where the LXX. has the masculine 
or the feminine. To refer the phenomenon solely to an opinion of the LXX., 
who held 733 to be the name of a god and also that of a goddess, and there- 
fore, according to the supposed connection, used now the masculine and 
now the feminine article,—the latter particularly, where the word occurs — 
along with NINA (Fritzsche), as in Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, 1 Sam. vii. 4,—is 
improbable in itself (because of the wnity of the Hebrew name), and cannot 
be maintained even in passages like Judg. iii. 7, 2 Kings xxi. 3 (comp. with 
1 Sam. xii. 10 ; Hos. ii. 10, 15), without arbitrariness. An historical reason 
must prevail, and it appears the most feasible hypothesis that Baal was con- 
ceived as an androgynous divinity (Beyer, ad Selden. de Diis Syr. p. 278 f., 
Wetstein, Koppe, Olshausen, Philippi), although more precise historical 
evidence is wanting. The feminine article has been also explained by sup- 
plying a substantive (eixév by Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Grotius, Bengel, and 
others ; ory by Glass, Estius ; @pyoKxeia by Cramer ; even daydaee by Dru- 
sius, after Tob. i. 5, but see Fritzsche on Tob.) ; but this is both erroneous 
and arbitrary, because at least the expression must have run rq row Béda”, 
since 2}!2 has always the article. This linguistic incongruity van Hengel 
avoids only by the precarious conjecture that 7 Baad signifies the column of 
Baal, and 6 Baad the god Baal.—We have to remark, moreover, that the 
LXX. have in our passage the masculine article ; but Paul, acquainted with 
the use also of the feminine article, has, in quoting from memory, changed 
the article. According to Fritzsche and Ewald, he had found rz in his copy 
of the LXX. ; but 77 is now found only in more recent codd. of the LXX., 
into which it has found its way merely from our passage. 

Ver. 5. In this way, corresponding to this Old Testament historical 
precedent, therefore (in order to make the application of vv. 3, 4), there 
has been (there has come into existence, and actually exists—perfect) also in 
the present time, in consequence of an election made out of grace, a remnant, 
namely, a small part taken out of the hardened mass of the people, é.e. the 
comparatively insignificant number of believing Jews, whom God’s grace has 
chosen out of the totality of the people. It is related to the latter as a re- 
mainder (Herod. i. 119 ; 2 Kings xix. 4) to a whole, from which the largest 
part is removed (vv. 3, 4, ix. 27, 29), notwithstanding Acts Xxi. 20. The 
point of comparison is the notion of the Aeiyzuza in contrast to the remaining 
mass; the latter in the typical history has perished, but in the antitypical 
event has forfeited saving deliverance. — xar’ éxA. xap.] opposed to the pre- 
sumption in reference to works of the Jewish character ; hence, too, the 
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emphatic declaration in ver. 6. It is to be connected not with Aeiuua as its 
more precise definition (Hofmann), but with yéyovey as its mode. ‘This is 
evinced by the following ei dé yaprrt, se. yéyovev, where yapite is equivalent 
to the kar’ éxAoy. yapiroc. 

Ver. 6. This thought is not merely by the way and incidental (Koppe, 
Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, and others), but it belongs essentially 
to the development of the apostle’s thought to set forth the mode accord- 
ing to which Aciupa yéyove, not only positively (xaz’ éxr. yap.), but also nega- 
tively (obx & épy.); because he then, in ver. 7, goes on to argue: 6 émidyret 
"Topahh x.7.2., which ériyreiv, in fact, took~place exactly é& épywv, ix. 32. — 
el d8 ydpiti] but if through grace, sc. Aeiupa yéyove. — ovKéte && Epyor] As previ- 
ously the individuals who compose the Aeia are conceived as the objects 
of the divine grace, through which they belong to the Aeiuya ; so are they 
also (not the people generally, as Hofmann takes it) conceived in this con- 
trasted negative statement as the subjects, who do not owe it to legal works 
that in them is present the Aezupza composing the true community of God. 
On the logical ovxér:, see on vii. 17. Of é£ épyov there can be nothing more 
said. — éret 7) xapic x.7.A.] because (otherwise) grace ceases to be grace (namely, 
if é& épywv Aciwua yéyove)—since in truth ‘‘ gratia nisi gratis sit, gratia non 
est,” Augustine. ‘H ydpic is the definite grace, which has made the election, 
and yiverac (not equivalent to éor/) means : it ceases, in its concrete manifes- 
tation, to become, i.e. to show itself as, that (comp. on Luke x. 18, ef al.) 
which according to its nature it is. Positively expressed: it becomes what 
according to its essence it 7s not ; it gives up its specific character. 

Ver. 7. Té oy] infers the resulé from vv. 5 and 6. Since a Aciuua has 
been constituted according to the election of grace, and therefore not possi- 
bly from the merit of works : accordingly Israel (as regards the mass) has 
not obtained that which tt strives after (namely, dcxacoctyn, as is known from 
ix. 30 ff.)—for it strives, in fact, é& &ywv—the election, on the other hand, 
namely, that chosen Aiwa, has obtained it (for they were the objects of the 
divine ydpic) ; but the rest were hardened. In this manner the true state of 
the case is now set forth, in contrast to drécaro, without its being necessary 
on this account to refer ri oby to the whole preceding vv. 2-6 (de Wette, 
Fritzsche, Philippi, and others) ; since the reference to vv. 5, 6 is quite 
sufficient, and quite in keeping with the logical progression. Reiche (comp. 
Lachm., who places a note of interrogation after ri obv and after éxérvyer) 
makes the question extend to érérvyev, to which question of wonder Paul 
then answers by 7 dé é«2. «7.4. But the futility of Israel’s endeavour has 
already been long (ix. 31, 32) known to the reader, and is therefore not ap- 
propriate as the subject of such a question. Hofmann also takes 6 éxu{yrei 

. éréruyev asa question, but in the sense whether that which Israel has 
not obtained is the same thing as that to which its quest and striving tends 
(namely, its own righteousness) ? To the self-evident negation of this ques- 
tion dé then relates in the sense of nevertheless, and after the second érérvyev 
there is to be supplied, not 6 érifyr. "Iopag’, but merely 6 érityret (namely, 
to be, out of grace, the people of salvation). This complete distortion of 
the sense falls to the ground from the very fact, that for the second éréroyer, 
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since 6 érfyrei is not appended, no other object can be thought of without 
the greatest arbitrariness than that of the first éméruyev, namely 6 émityret 
"Iopaja ; and also, as respects the contents of the question, from the consid- 
eration, that if we should not be able to say that Isracl has not obtained 
that for which it strove, this would stand in contradiction to the universal 
Pauline dogma of the impossibility of righteousness by the law. — émityrei 
does not denote the zealous pursuit (Fritzsche, Philippi), but its direction, 
correlative to éxéruyev. See on Matt. vi. 33 ; Phil. iv. 17. By the present, 
the continuance of the endeavour is admitted.—The roiro (on the accusative 
instead of the customary genitive, see Matthiae, § 828 ; Ellendt, Ler. Soph. 
II. p. 861) has tragic emphasis : even this it has not reached. — 7 68 éxAoyh| 
that is, here ‘‘reliquiae illius populi, quas per gratiam suam Deus elegit,” 
Estius. Comp. the use of repitouf, etc., Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 469.—The 
Tapwoc, hardening (not blinding, as Hofmann thinks ; see on 2 Cor. iii. 14), 
is the making unsusceptible in understanding and will as respects the ap- 
propriation of salvation in Christ. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 78; Winzer, 
Progr. 1828, p. 8. The subject who hardens is God. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 14, 
and on ix. 8. 

Ver. 8. This érwpéfycav ensued in conformity with that which stands 
written, etc. That which is testified of the hardening of the people in the 
time of Isaiah, and as early as that of Moses, has its Messianic fulfilment 
through the hardening of the Jews against the gospel, so that this hardening 
has taken place kafac yéypartat x.t-A. This prophetic relation is groundlessly 
denied by Tholuck and Hofmann. The agreement denoted by xaé. yéyp. is 
just that of prophecy and fulfilment according to the divine teleology. 
Comp. Matt. xv. 7.—In the citation itself, Isa. xxix. 10 (as far as xaravbé.) 
and Deut. xxix. 3 (not Isa. vi. 9) are combined into one saying, and quoted 
very freely from the LXX. Deuteronomy /.c. has after axobesw : éw¢ rij¢ yuépac 
tabryc, hence éwe ri¢ cfu. ju. belongs to the quotation ; and the words xa6o¢ 

. . dxoverv must not be put in a parenthesis, as Beza, Wolf, Griesbach, and 
others have done. — édwxev] He gave’ not mere permission (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, and many). — rveiua xatavigeoc) Heb. WTA), 7.¢. a spirit 
producing stupefaction, which is obviously a daemonic spirit. Comp. 2 Cor. 
iv. 4; Eph. ii. 2. Elsewhere the LXX. translate TOW) by é«oraow (Gen. 
ii. 21, xv. 12), or @4éuB0c (1 Sam. xxvi. 12), or dvdpdyvvov (Prov. xix. 15). 
They gave the approximate sense of the word differently according to the 
connection. But that they understood xardvvéic actually as stupefaction, in- 
tovication, is clear from Ps. lx. 5, where they have rendered nwaAA ieee 
intoxicating wine, by olvov Katavitewc. See in general, Fritzsche, Haze. p. 
558 ff. This sense of cardvvére is explained by the use of katravicoecfa, com- 
pungi, in the LXX. and the Apocrypha to express the deep, inward para- 
lyzing shock caused by grief, fear, astonishment, etc., whereby one is stupe- 
fied and as if struck by a blow (Schleusner, Zhes. III. p. 256 ; comp. on 
Actsii. 37). In classical Greek neither the substantive nor the verh is found. 
We may add that every derivation is erroneous, which does not go back to 


1 LXX, Isa. xxix. 10: werdrixer dpas kvpros mvevpare katavigews, 
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vicce (comp. vééic, Plut. Mor. p. 930 F) ; nor is it admissible (since Paul 
certainly knew that xardy. expressed 27D) to seek explanations which 
depart from the notion of M27. So eg. Calvin: ‘‘Spiritum vocat... 
compunctionis, ubi scilicet quaedam fellis amaritudo se prodit, imo etiam 
furor in respuenda veritate.” Similarly Luther (‘‘an embittered spirit”) and 
Melanchthon. Chrysostom, indeed (and Theophylact), hits the thing itself 
rightly : xardvutw évravfa tHv mepi TO yelpov eS THC Wuxns onol THY avidto¢ 
Eyovoay Kal auetabétwc, but his analysis of the word: xatavuyjvac yap ovdév 
érepév got h TO éuTaypvac Tov Kal mpoonAdobat, is arbitrarily far- 
fetched. — roi uy BAérerv] A fatally pregnant oxymoron. The genit. is that 
of the aim : eyes, in order that they may not see, etc. Linguistically correct 
is also the rendering of Grotius : eyes of not-seeing, i.e. ‘‘ oculos ad viden- 
dum ineptos,” Fritzsche, comp. Philippi and van Hengel. But the former 
view corresponds better at once to the original text (LXX. oix édoxe.. . 
opbaAuods Brérev Kk. Ora axobey), and to the telic rod pH BAérecv, Ver. 10. 
Comp. Isa. vi. 9, 10; John xii. 40 ; Acts xxviti. 27.— fw¢ t. cfu. ijyép. | 
belongs to the whole affirmation édoxev «.7.2. Thus interruptedly God dealt 
with them. The glance at a futwre, in which it was to be otherwise (Hof- 
mann), is here (comp. ver. 10) still quite remote. 

Vy. 9, 10. A further Scripture proof of érwpé6ycav,’ and that from Ps. 
lxix, 23, 24, quoted with free deviation from the LXX. The composer of 
this psalm is not David (in opposition to Hengstenberg, Hiivernick), but 
some one of much later date ; a circumstance which we must judge of anal- 
ogously to the expression of Christ, Matt. xxii. 43. The suffering theo- 
crat of the psalm is, as such, a type of the Messiah, and His enemies a type 
of the unbelieving Jews ; hence Paul could find the fulfilment of the pas- 
sage in the répwoic of the latter. Consequently, in pursuance of this typi- 
cal reference, the sense in which he takes the words is as follows: ‘‘ Let 
their table become to them for (let it be turned for them into, comp. John xvi. 
20) a snare, and for a chase, and for a trap, and (so) for a retaliation ;” 7.e., 
while they feast and drink securely and carelessly at their well-furnished table,? 
let the fate of violence overtake them unawares, just as wild beasts are surprised 
in a snare, and by the capture of the chase, and by a trap ; and so must re- 
taliation alight upon them for that which they have done (in rejecting, 
namely, faith on Christ), But what violent calamity is meant, the sequel 
expresses, namely : ‘‘ Darkened must their eyes become, that they may not see,” 
i.e, they must become spiritually blinded, incapable of discerning the truth 
of salvation ; and finally the same thing under another figure: ‘‘ And 
bend their back always,” denoting the keeping them in bondage, and that, 
in the sense of the apostle, the spiritwal bondage of the unfree condition 
of the inner life produced by the répwarr.* The hardening, therefore, 


1 With the simple cai, and, to take which 
climactically (Hofmann) is justified neither 
by the name of David nor the contents of 
the passage. It would place a quite un- 
called-for emphasis on Aaviéd (even David). 

2 To conceive of the ¢abl/e as an outspread 
covertet (Gesenius, Zhes. III. p. 1417, Hof- 


mann) in which they entangle themselves, 
is to come very unnecessarily and arbitrari- 
ly to the aid of the boldness of the poetical 
expression. 

3 Those who have found in ver. 9 the 
destruction of Jerusalem predicted (Mi- 
chaelis, after Grotius, Wetstein, and many), 
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which Paul recognizes as predicted in the passage, does not lie in # rpd- 
mela avtov (Fritzsche),—which is not to be explained ‘‘of the daw and its 
works, which was Israel’s food” (Philippi, following older expositors, also 
Tholuck),—but in yevyOArw ele rayida x.7.d., and is more precisely indicated 
in ver. 10. The express repetition in ver. 10 of the becoming blinded, already 
designated in ver. 8, forbids our explaining the prophetic images in vv. 9, 
10 generally as representations of severe divine judgments like Pharaoh’s over- 
throw, in which case the specific point of the citation would be neglected 
Gn opposition to Hofmann). — xa? ei¢ O#pav] stands neither in the Hebrew nor 
in the LXX. ; but @7pa means chase, not net (Tholuck, Ewald), to establish 
which signification the solitary passage Ps. xxxv. 8, where the LXX. render 
NW) inexactly by @/pa, cannot suffice. It often means booty (van Hengel) 
in the LXX. and in classical Greek ; but this is not appropriate here, where 
the ‘‘ becoming for a booty” is said not of such as men, but of the rpdmeta. 
This shall be turned for them into a chase, so that they, in their secure feast- 
ing, become like to the unfortunate object of the chase, which is captured 
by the hunter.*— cxdvdadov| corresponding primarily to the classical cxav- 
ddAnOpov, the stick set in a trap (Schol. Ar. Ach. 687), is frequently in the 
LXX. (see Schleusner, Thes. V. p. 88), and so also here, the translation of 
wD, snare, by which we must therefore abide.—avrarédoua is not found in 
classical Greek, but often in the LXX. and Apocrypha, Luke xiv. 12. — kai 
Tov vorov k.T.A.] is to be taken, according to the context, as the expression 
of the idea of hardening (represented as a bending together under the yoke 
of spiritual servitude), not, with Fritzsche, of rendering miserable through 
the withdrawal of the Messianic salvation. On the masculine 6 véroc, see 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 290. 

Ver. 11.? At this point begins the teleological discussion respecting the 
ot d& Aourot ExwpbOnoav, ver. ‘7. See the contents above. — Aéyu ov] quite as 
in ver. 1: J ask therefore, attaching it by way of inference to the érwpéOyoav 
just supported by Scripture. [See Note CXVI. p. 459. | — pH érraioay, iva réo.] 
But their stumbling had not the aim (ordained by God) that they should fall? 
i.e., by the fact of their stumbling at Christ (ix. 32, 38), and refusing faith 
to Him, has the divine purpose not aimed at their everlasting arédea ? 
This emphasis on récwar (come to be prostrate) involves the climactic relation 
to éxraicav (to stwmble),—a relation which Hofmann loses sight of when he 
makes the question express nothing further than : whether the fall which 
Israel suffered had been its own aim? Photius aptly remarks : 


abrov ovyl ete Katantwow Tédevav yéyovev, GAAG jLbvov olov breckEAcOycar. 


TO TTalona 


Others 


tion. 
1 How very often Ojpa, Onpav and Onpacdar 


so as to refer tpavega to the Passover meal, 
for the celebration of which the Jews were 


in Jerusalem at the very time the city was 
invested (Josephus Bell. Jud. vi. 9. 3, 4), or 
even (Grotius) to the altar in the temple; 
and those who have regarded ver. 10 («at 
tov vatov kK.T.A.) aS a prophecy of the seryi- 
tude of the Jews to Rome (so some of the 
Fathers); could not have given an explana- 
tion more opposed in sense to the connec- 


are used also in classical Greek in the fig- 
urative sense, see in Dorvill, ad Charit. p. 
539; Heind. ad Plat. Theaet. p. 148. 

2 On vy. 11-33, see Luthardt, Lehre von d. 
letzten Dingen, p. 106 ff.; von Oettingen, 
Synagogale Llegik des Volks Israels, 1853, p. 
133 ff. 
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have found the point of the question not purely in the climax of the two 
figurative verbs, but in definitions mentally supplied, which, however, as 
such, cannot be admitted. So, in particular, Augustine and many : only 
in order that they should fall, as though it ran pévov iva, as Umbreit still 
takes it (comp. Hofmann) ; further Melanchthon : ‘‘non sic impegerunt 
Judaei, ut in tota gente nemo sit salvandus,” as though it ran iva révte¢ ; and 
yet further, Ewald : ‘‘that they might purely in accordance with the divine 
design, and therefore without their freedom and their own will, fall into sin 
and into destruction,” as though it ran iva é& avayxnc, or the like. We must 
simply abide by the view, that rraie is a figure for the taking offence at 
Christ which refuses faith, and vizrew a figure for the being involved in 
everlasting destruction ; comp. Heb. iv. 11, Ecclus. ii. 7. In the former 
the latter was not present as the aim of God’s purpose. — On ézracav, comp. 
the proverb : pi dic mpd¢ Tov avrov Aifou xraiew, Polyb. xxxi. 19. 5, xxxi. 20, 
1; and on the sense of moral stumbling, Jas. ii. 10, iii. 2 ; 2 Pet. i. 10; 
Eur. Aeg. fr. ii. 1 : rraicavr’ aperav arodeiEacba. The subject is the Aouroi of 
ver. 7, the mass of the people not belonging to the é«xAoy#. — 76 abtav xapant. | 
through their fault consisting in the refusal of faith, through their offence. 
Ilaparr. does not refer to réowor (Reiche, Tholuck, and several others),— 
which the emphatic sense of réc. forbids ; but in substance that zraicua is 
meant, which is morally characterized by means of rapdxrwua as delictum 
(so rightly Vulg.) as duapria (comp. John xvi. 9), according to its stated fig- 
urative designation (comp. also iv. 25, v. 15). Quite against the usage of 
the N. T., Tholuck renders : defeat (Diod. xix. 100). —roic evecw] se. 
yéyovev. That through the despising of the Messianic salvation on the part 
of the Jews its attainment by the Gentiles was effected—this experience 
Paul had learnt to recognize as that which it actually was, as the way which 
the fulfilment of the divine arrangement, i. 16, took. Comp. Matt. xxi. 43, 
xxii. 9; Acts xiii. 46, xxviii. 28, — cic rd rapat. abrotic] aim ; comp. Calo- 
vius : ‘‘Assumtio novi populi directa fuit ad veteris provocationem ad 
aemulationem, ut nempe Israelitae . . . seria aemulatione irritati, et ipsi 
doctrinae ev. animos suos submitterent.”” Comp. x. 19. With this eic 7d 
mapat. abt., exactly the counterpart of iva réowor is expressed. 

Ver. 12. Aé] yetaBarixdv, leading over from what has been said in ver. 11 
to a very joyful prospect thereby opened into the future. — The conclusion 
is a ‘‘felici effectu causae pejoris ad feliciorem effectum causae melioris.” 
— thovroc] for the Gentile world (xéouoc) became enriched with the cwrnpia 
(ver. 11), through the rapérreua of the Jews. — rd irryua ait. rhovr. vor] 
and their overthrow riches for Gentile peoples. Parallel to the foregoing. [See 
Note CXVIL. p. 459.] — 7jrrnua] is not found in the old Greek, but only in 
the LXX, Isa.-xxxi. 8, and 1 Cor. vi. 7 ; it is, however, equivalent to the 
classical jrra, which is the opposite of vic, * and, corresponding to the 
signification of jrraofa, profligari, vinci, means clades, both in its proper 
sense, and also generally : succumbing, decline (comp. Dem. 1466. 28, #rra 
zi¢ mpoatpécewc), loss suffered (1 Cor. vi. 7), getting the worse? Here the 


1 Plato, Lach. p. 196 A, Legg. i. p. 688 A; 2 See Perizon. ad Ael. V. H. ii. 25. 
Dem. 1486.3; Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 19, 20. 
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proper signification is to be retained, and that, as the contrast of rd rAfpapa 
requires, in a nwmerical respect. So now also Tholuck, likewise Mangold. 
Through the fact that a part of the Jews was unbelieving, the people has 
suffered an overthrow, has, like a vanquished army, been weakened in num- 
bers, inasmuch, namely, as the unbelieving portion by its unbelief practi- 
cally seceded from the people of God. Comp. Vulg.: ‘‘ diminutio eorum ;” 
Luthardt : ‘“‘loss in amount.” If it be explained as : loss of the Messianic 
salvation, which they have suffered (Fritzsche and others),' or : the loss which 
the kingdom of God has suffered in their case (Philippi, comp. Kahnis, Dogm. 
I. p. 573), the former is not appropriate to the contrast of tAfpeua, and the 
latter introduces the reference to the kingdom of God, as that which has 
suffered the detriment, the more unwarrantably, inasmuch as the genit. 
avrév is expressed. The threefold airév is to be taken with the Uike refer- 
ence as the genitive of the subject, and applies in each instance to the peoplé 
Israel as a whole (whose collective guilt also is the rapdéxtwua), in contrast 
to the xéouoc and the #v7—which likewise is not preserved in Philippi’s view. 
This very circumstance, and more decisively the utter absence of linguistic 
proof, tells also against the traditional usual rendering, according to which 
Td 7TThua 18 supposed to signify the minority : ‘‘paucitas Judaeorum creden- 
tium” (Grotius). So, in substance, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, Beza, 
Estius, Wetstein, Bengel, and many others, including Reiche, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Bisping, Reithmayr ; comp. Ewald: ‘‘their 
remaining behind.” —récp pa2dov 7 rAgpopa adtdv] sc. rAodTOG EAvOv yevfce- 
ta; how much more their becoming full, that is, how much more will it issue 
in the enrichment of the Gentiles with the Messianic salvation, if the Jews, 
after the defeat which they have suffered, shall again be reinstated to their 
plena copia, so that they will then again in their full amount (ver. 26), as 
an integral whole, belong to the people of God,—which will take place 
through the conversion of all Israel to Christ (not would, as Luther has it).* 
The #rryua avtov is then compensated, and the rAfpopya airdv brought in, 
which, moreover, may take place even with a continuance of the dcacropd. 
On rAfpoua generally, see Fritzsche, II. p. 469 ff. Comp. on Eph. i. 10. 
The numerical reference of the zAjpwpa airév is suggested by the correlative 
7d TAHpawa Tov éOvev in ver. 25 ; and in so far the view which takes it of 
the full number of the Jews (Theodoret : rdvte¢ mioteboavreg pelévov ayabov 
‘caow avOpdroe éyévovto ay mpdsevor, 80 most) is correct. Comp. Ewald : 
“their full admission, supplying what is wanting.” With this Umbreit 
raixes up at the same time ‘‘ the fulfilment of their predestination ;” whilst 
van Hengel sees in the rAfp. abr., not absolutely the full number, but only 
the collective body of those destined by God to conversion, which, however, 


1§0 also de Wette; similarly Ruckert: 
“the loss of their original dignity and glory 
as the people of God ,”’ and Hofmann : “‘ their 
hutt, in that they, by virtue of their unbelief, 
are not what they should be.” Comp. Koll- 
ner and Gléckler. Among the older inter- 
preters, Calvin: ‘‘Diminutio honoris sui, 
qui fuerant populus Dei gloriosus.” 


2 Philippi also explains vv. 12 and 15 not 
of an actual, but only of a possible 
mpoadnyes of Israel (p. 554). Vv. 13, 14 aré 
not in favour of this, where Paul has in 
view the intermediate time until the final 
mpoadnwus of the mAjpwna; and ver. 26 is 
decisive against it. 
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is not expressed, but is supplied by the reader. The various views corre- 
spond to the varying explanations of jrrmua. So e.g. Fritzsche : the fulness 
of Messianic salvation, which they will possess ; Philippi: the filling up 
—which takes place through their conversion—of the blank in the king- 
dom of God which arose through their unbelief ;* Riickert, Kéllner : the 
restoration of Israel to its befitting position ; Hofmann : the status, in 
which they are fully and entirely that which they ought to be (qualitative). 
Luthardt also takes the correct view. 

Vv. 13, 14. [See Note CXVII. p. 460.] Not a parenthetical thought 
(Reiche), but the connection with the preceding and following is : 
padrdov ro rAhpopa aitov I say: but you precisely, the Gentile Christians,— 
who might think that my office belongs only to you and the Gentiles, and 
that the conversion of the Jews lies less in my vocation, —you * I hereby make 
to know (ipiv 2éyw), that I, as apostle of the Gentiles, etc. ; for (motive) the 
conversion of the Jews will have the happiest consequence (ver. 15).”” —Troic¢ é6ve- 
ow] to the (born) Gentiles, denotes, as an apposition to tuiv, the readers ac- 
cording to their chief constituent element, in virtue of which the Christian 
Gentile body is represented in them ; comp. i. 13. Observe that Paul does 
not write roic dé éOvecw év ipiv Aéyo, as though he intended only a Gentile 
Fraction of the otherwise Jewish-Christian community (in opposition to Man- 
gold). In contradistinction to his readers, the Jews, although his flesh, are 
to him third persons, whom he, as apostle of the Gentiles, might mediately 
serve. Baur fails to recognize this, I. p. 871. — é¢' écov] not temporal (quam- 
diu, Matt. ix. 15 ; 2 Pet. i. 13), but : in quantum, in as far as I, ete. Comp. 
Matt. xxv. 40 ; Plato, Rep. p. 268 B; Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 68. Just so ei¢ bcov 
and kai’ boov. — wév] as so often in Paul without a corresponding dé. But 
we see from the following that the train of ideas passing before his mind 
was this: ‘‘I seek indeed, so far as I am one who has the commission of 
Apostle to the Gentiles (observe the emphatic éyé, in which a noble self- 
consciousness is expressed), to do honour to my office, but I have in view 
withal (for see x. 1, ix. 2, 3) to incite my kinsmen to emulation, etc.” — 
eltac| whether in any way. The practical honouring of the office, which 
consists in a true discharge of it, is an acting, whereby the desired attain- 
ment is attempted, see on i. 10 ; Phil. iii, 11; Acts xxvii. 12 ; Buttmann, 
neut. Gr, p. 220 |B. T. 256]. Less in accordance with the text—since the 
very elu wapat. «.T.A presupposes an actual dofafev (2 Thess. iii. 1; John xii. 
28). — Reiche and Ewald (after Grotius and many others, including Flatt) 
take it as : I boast, hold my office something high and glorious. Hofmann, 
indeed, understands an actual glorification, but conditioned by et rae x.7-A., 
so that the latter is not ehether possibly, but if possibly. From this the illog- 
ical relation of present and future which thus arises* must deter us (Paul 


“« réaw 


1 Comp. Melanchthon: “‘ Complementum 
integrae ecclesiae convertendae ex semine 


Jews. 
’ Hofmann adduces as an example Xen. 


Abrahae.” Similarly Origen. 

2? According to the reading tiv sé (see 
the critical notes). This S¢ forms a con- 
trast with the perspective just opened by 
TOO. MAAA. T. Arp, a’tay in favour of the 


Anabd. iv. 7.3. But such passages are of a 
quite different kind (see Brunck, ad Arist, 
Plut. 1064; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. p. 251); 
and to the necessary connection expressed 
in them of the consequence with the con- 


CHAP, -xI,, 15. 437 


must have used the future doféow). — rapat. and céow] future indicative, like 
i. 10. On odcw, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 16 ; 1 Cor. vii. 16, ix. 22. The enclitic 
pov standing before the noun cannot be emphatic (van Hengel), but repre- 
sents, at the same time, the dative of interest (whether I shall perhaps rouse 
tome my flesh to jealousy), like 1 Cor. ix. 27, Phil. ii. 2, Col. iv. 18, e¢ al., 
and frequently in classical Greek. —airév] refers to those intended by the 
collective rv cdpxa. Ldpxa dé eitdv yrnorstyra kal gurocropylav évégnve, Theo- 
phylact. Theodoret quite erroneously thinks that Paul wished to intimate 
a denial of spiritual fellowship. On the contrary, rAéov airode oixetobuevog 
(Oecumenius), he says pz. +. cépxa, which is like rode ovyyevei¢ pov Kata odpxa, 
ix, 3, but more strongly significant. Gen. xxxvii. 27; Judg. ix. 2; 2 Sam. 
v. 1. Comp. Isa. lviii. 7. Note the modesty of the expression rivé¢, which, 
however, was suggested by the experience of the difficulty of the conversion 
of the Jews ; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 22. 

Ver. 15. By way of inference, like ver. 12 ; ydp assigns a motive for vv. 
13, 14. — dzoforH, casting away; Plato, Legg. xii. p. 493 E. 944 C; Aq. 
Prov. xxviii. 24. By this is meant their exclusion from the people of God 
on account of their unbelief, and the opposite of zt is their rpdcAnwuc, recep- 
tion in addition (Plato, Theaet. p. 210 A), by which they, having become 
believing, are adopted by God into the fellowship of His people. The view 
of aroforn as loss (Acts xxvii. 22; Plato, Phaed. p. 75 E; Lach. p. 195 E ; 
Plut. Sol. 7) is less suitable to this contrast (in opposition to the Vulg., 
Luther, Bengel, and others, including Philippi, who understands the loss, 
which the kingdom of God hes suffered in their case). — katasAay? kéopov] in 
so far, namely, as the converted portion of the Gentiles has attained to duca:- 
ootvy through faith, and is no longer subjected to the dpy7 of God ; and 
therewith reconciliation of the Gentile world with God has begun. Comp. v. 
11. Itisamore precise definition of the notion expressed in ver. 12 by 
mhovroc Kbsyov. — Car éx vexp.] te. life, which proceeds from the dead (namely, 
when these arise). [See Note CXIX. p. 460.] The zpdoAmwe of the still un- 
converted Jews, Paul concludes, will be of such a kind (ric, not ri, is his 
question), will be of so glorious a character (comp. Eph. i. 18), that it will 
bring with it the last most blessed development, namely, the life beginning 
with the resurrection of the dead in the aidv 6 péAAwr, the Co aidvioc, which 
has the awakening from death as its causal premiss. Hence Paul does not 
say avdoraoic ék vexp@v (as Philippi objects) ; for his glance is already pass- 
ing beyond this event to its blessed consequence. The transformation of the 
living is included in this last development (1 Cor. xv. 51), which is here des- 
ignated a potiori ; comp. viii. 11. The conclusion of the apostle does not, 
however, rest on Matt. xxiv. 14 (Reiche after Theodoret), but on the fact of 
the xataAaayy Kéouov, whose most blissful final development (as it, according 
to Paul, must necessarily be occasioned by the blissful opposite of the aro- 
Born) can be none other than the blessed resurrection-life which will set in 
with the Parousia (Col. iii. 3,4; 1 Thess. iv. 14 ff.). The view which takes 


dition, the “if in any way” (possibly), which Kiihner, ad Xen. /.c. and Gramm. I. 1, p. 
would make the condition problematic, 120. 
would be wholly unsuitable. Comp. also 
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Cop éx vexp. in the proper sense has been held by Origen, Chrysostom, Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Anselm, Erasmus, Toletus, Semler, Reiche, 
Gléckler, de Wette, Nielsen, Fritzsche, Riickert, Reithmayr, Bisping, Hof- 
mann, Beyschlag, and others. Approaching it, but taking the resurrection 
by way of comparison, stands the view of Ewald: ‘‘ The final completion of 
all history down to the last day, and like the very resurrection itself, which 
is expected on this day.” Luthardt, too, is substantially in the right, tak- 
ing, however, vexpév in the ethical sense : from the dead Israel the new bodi- 
ly life of glorification will proceed. A heterogeneous mode of viewing the 
contrasts, for which the text affords no support. The non-literal interpreta- 
tion of the ‘‘ futura guasi resurrectio ex mortuis” (Melanchthon), 7.e. of the 
‘‘novitas vitae ex morte peccati”’ (Estius ; so in substance Calvin, Hunnius, 
Calovius, Vorstius, Bengel, Carpzov, Ch. Schmidt, Cramer, Boéhme, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Maier; also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 129 ; 
Krummacher, p. 172f. ; and Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 574), is to be set aside on 
the ground that then nothing Aigher than the xaradiayy (and it must be 
something far higher) would be expressed,* but only its ethical consequence 
in the activity of life. Olshausen, too, understands it primarily of the spir- 
itual resurrection, yet thinks that the notion ‘‘ plays into the bodily resurrec- 
tion” (?). Umbreit finds spiritual and bodily revival from death conjoined. 
Others explain the expression metaphorically, as designating summum gaudi- 
um (Grotius after Oecumenius) or summa felicitas (Hammond, Koppe, Kdéll- 
ner). Comp. Theophylact (arepa aya6a), Beza, Flatt, van Hengel, and now, 
too, Tholuck, who recurs to the general thought of the most important posi- 
tion in the history of the divine kingdom to be occupied by converted Israel. 
But interpretations of such a non-literal character must be necessitated by 
the context ; whereas the latter by the relation, in accordance with the 
connection, of Cw é vexpov to the quite proper kaTaAA. kécuov requires us to 
abide by the literal sense. Hence we are not to understand, with Philippi, 
at once both the extensive diffusion of the kingdom of God, and a subjec- 
tive revivification of Christendom, which had again become dead, ‘‘ and 
thus a glorious flourishing time for the church on earth.” So, again, Auberlen 
supposes a charismatic life of the church, and depicts it with the colours of 
the palingenesia of the golden age. No such ideas are here expressed ; and 
it would have been peculiarly necessary to indicate more particularly the 
dead state into which Christendom was again to fall, especially after the xa- 
tadday? kdonov already including within itself spiritual revival. And by no 
means is the supposed flourishing time (the time of worship (!) Auberlen 
calls it, as opposed to the present time of preaching) compatible with the 
nearness of the Parousia (xiii. 14 ; 1 Cor. vii. 29, et al.), with the avdyxy im- 
mediately preceding it (1 Cor. vii. 26 ; Matt. xxiv. 29), and with the rovy- 
pia of the last period (on Gal. i. 4). 

Ver. 16. Aé] continuative ; but this tpécAmic, how well it corresponds te 
the character of holiness, which has been associated with the people of 


1 Calvin’s excuse: ‘“‘Nam etsi una res deris,’’ only shows the baldness of this 
est, verbis tamen plus et minus inest pon- interpretation. 


* 


CHAP. XI., 16. 439 
Israel from its origin till now ! The two figures are parallel, and set forth 
the same thought. [See Note CXX. p. 461.] — arapyf] obtains the genitival 
definition to be mentally supplied with it through 7d @¢épaya, just as in the 
second clause 4 /ifa is the root of the kAddo.. The arapyQ tov dupdparog is 
known from Num, xv. 19-21 to be a designation of the jirst of the dough ; 
that is, from every baking, when the dough was kneaded, a portion was to 
be set aside and a cake to be baked therefrom for the priests.! This drapyf, 
as the first portion devoted to Jehovah from the whole, was designed to 
impart the character of its consecration to the remainder of the lump. The 
‘article with ¢bpaua denotes the lamp of dough concerned, from which the 
arapx4 is separated ; hence dAov did not require to be expressed (in opposi- 
tion to Hofmann’s objection). Grotius and Rosenmiiller take 7. ofp. to be 
the corn destined for the baking, and arapyf to be the first-fruits. But (ix. 
21) gipaua always denotes a mass mixed (with moisture or otherwise), par- 
ticularly a kneaded one, and is in the LXX. (Ex. xii. 34) and in Paul (1 Cor. 
v. 6, 7; Gal v. 9) the standing expression for dough. Estius, Koppe, 
K6lner, Olshausen, Krehl rightly take it so, but nevertheless understand by 
arapx7 the sacred first-fruits (comp. Ex. xxiii. 10) which were employed for 
dvpaua. But in that case arapyf obtains a genitival definition not presented 
by the text ; and this can the less be approved, since arapyy dupduaros, in 
fact, was the stated expression from Num, /.c. This applies also against 
Hofmann, who likewise explains the arapy4 as the firstling-sheaf, but con- 
siders the ¢fpaua to be the dough worked up from the harvest-fruit generally. 
—The figure is correctly interpreted, when by 7 axapy4 we understand the 
patriarchs (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob), and by 76 ¢ip. the whole body of the 
people, to whom the character of holiness—of consecration in property to 
God—passed over from the former. With the holiness of the rarépec, ix. 
4-13 (in accordance with which we are not here to think of Abraham alone), 
is given also the holiness of the theocratic people, their posterity, according 
to the divine right of covenant and promise. Comp. ix. 4, 5. But this 
holiness, which Paul looks upon, as respects the national whole, in the light 
of a character indelebilis, is not the inner moral, but (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 14) 
the theocratic legal holiness (‘‘ quod juribus ecclesiae et promissis Dei frui 
possint,” Calovius). The expression is taken of the patriarchs by Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Calovius, 
Bengel, and others, including Koppe, Tholuck, K6llner, Olshausen, 
Fritzsche, Philippi, Maier, de Wette, Krehl, Umbreit, Ewald, Reithmayr, , 
Hofmann (though the latter thinks only of Abraham). . This is correct, be- 
cause the second figure (ei dé pila x.7.4.) is capable of no other interpretation 
(see below ; but to explain the two figures differently, as Toletus and Stolz,” 
Reiche and Ruckert,* Glickler, Stengel, Bisping, van Hengel, after Theo- 


1 See Philo, de sac. hon. II. p. 232; Jose- ofthe nation. The second figure they sup- 


phus, Anté. iv. 4. 4; Saalschutz, /. &. p. 347 5 
Keil, Arvchdol. I. § 71; and the Rabbinical 
prescriptions in Mischn. Surenh. p. 289 ff. 

2 Toletus and Stolz suppose the arapyn 
to be the Jews who first accepted Christian- 
ity, and the dvpaua to be the remaining part 


pose to denote our first parents and their 
posterity. So, too, van Hengel. 

8Jn substance like Toletus and Stolz. 
On the first figure Reiche remarks : ‘“‘ As the 
whole, whereof a firstling gift is consecrat- 
ed to God, is something excellent, worthy 
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dore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret,’ have in manifold ways arbitrarily done, 
is simply a violation of the parallelism. This holds also against the inter- 
pretation of the Jews who have become believing, and of the remaining mass of 
the people (Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Anselm, Toletus, Rosenmiiller, Stolz, 
Reiche, Riickert, Bisping). — # pita and of «Addo: are the patriarchs and their 
theocratic bodily descendants, the Jews. As the azapyf is related to the 
@ipaua, so is the pita to the «ddoc ; comp. on the latter, Menander, 711: 
axapréc tate ovtoc ard pitnc KAddoc. The divergent interpretation, which 
may deserve to be considered in opposition to this usual one, is, that the piva 
is the first primitive or mother church consisting of the believing Jews, and 
that the «Addo: are the Jews, in so far as they in virtue of their national posi- 
tion were primarily called thereto. This exposition (substantially in Cor- 
nelius 4 Lapide, Carpzov, Schoettgen ; Semlerand Ammon suppose oi «Addoe 
to be the Gentile Christians), is still considered possible by de Wette. It is, 
however, unsuitable ; for the (natural) «”ddoc must have proceeded from the 
pita, must have their origin from it (comp. Ecclus. xxiii. 25, xl. 15), and the 
broken-off branches (ver. 17) must have earlier belonged to the /fa,—which 
is not the case, if pifa is the Christian mother-church of which they were 
never «Addo. The true theocracy (the olive tree, comp. Jer. xi. 16 ; Hos. , 
xiv. 7; Zech. iv. 11 ; Neh. viii. 15) did not begin in the Christian mother- 
church (as its root), but in the patriarchs, and Christ Himself was xara capxe 
from this sacred root, Matt. i.1f. In this view it is clear that the un- 
believing Jews, in so far as they rejected Christ, ceased thereby to belong 
to the true people of God, and fell away from their root. They were now— | 
after the light, and with it judgment, had come into the world (John iii. 19) 
—broken-off branches, apostate children of Abraham (John viii. 37, 39, 40), 
children of the kingdom who were to be cast out (Matt. vili. 12). Comp. 
the figure of the vine in John xv. See also Rom. ix. 6 ff 

Vv. 17-24.% In pursuance of the figure, a warning to the Gentile Christians 
against self-presumption, and an exhortation to humility, down to ver. 24. 
— tuvéc] some, a portion of the branches ;* comp. on iii. 8. — #£exAdo#.] were 
broken off (Plat. Rep. p. 611 D), «Adw being the proper word for the breaking 
of the young twigs («Addor) } Theophrastus, ¢. pl. i. 15. 1. They were broken 
off on account of their unfitness for bearing. — od dé] individualizing address 
to each Gentile Christian. — aypiér. dv] although being of the wild olive. ayp. 
is here an adjective, like ix ri¢ aypiedaiov, ver. 24. This view is assured by 
linguistic usage,* and necessary ; for the traditional interpretation : ‘ oleaster, 


of God, or by the very offering of it is de- 
clared to be such, so is also the Jewish 


by a twofold figure is also confirmed by 
the fact, that in what follows Paul pursues 


people through the fact, that a part of it 
has been received into God’s fellowship, 
declared to be a noble people, worthy to 
be wholly accepted, so soon as it only ful- 
fils the conditions.” 

1 Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret 
explain the amrapxy of Christ, and the piga of 
the patriarchs ; while Origen interprets both 
figures as referring to Christ. 

? The identity of the thought expressed 


only the one figure, and entirely drops the 
first. 

3 On vy. 17, 18, see Matthias in the Stud. 
u. Krit. 1866, p. 519 ff. 

4 Without indicating the great multitude 
of them, in order not to promote Gentile- 
Christian self-exaltation (ver. 18). 

§ Eryc. 4, in Anthol. ix. 287: oxurddnv 
ayptédavov, Theoer. xxv. 255; see Jacobs, 
Delect.. Bpigr. p. 33; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 376. 
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é.e. surculus oleastri,” is as arbitrary as the apology for the expression when 
so explained, on the ground that Paul wished to avoid the proliwity of the 
distinction between tree and branch, is absurd (in opposition to Hofmann), 
inasmuch as he would only have needed to employ the genitive instead of 
the nominative, and consequently to write not a word more, if he wished to 
be thus sparing. The opinion of Reiche, Riickert, Kéllner, Philippi, Krehl, 
Ewald, van Hengel—that the collective body of the Gentiles is conceived as 
an entire tree—is inappropriate to the relation portrayed by the figure, because 
the ingrafting of the Gentiles took place at first only partially and in single 
instances, while the oi addressed cannot represent heathendom as a whole, 
and is also not appropriate to the jigure itself, because in fact not whole 
trees, not even quite young ones (in opposition to de Wette), are ingrafted 
either with the stem, or as to all their branches ; besides, ver. 24 contra- 
dicts this opinion. Matthias also takes the right view. — év airoic] may 
grammatically be equally well understood as among them (the branches of the 
noble olive tree generally)—so Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and many others, 
including Riickert, Fritzsche, Niclsen, Tholuck, Philippi, Maier, Reithmayr, 
Hofmann—or as : in the place of the broken-off branches (Chrysostom, Beza, 
Piscator, Semler, and others, including Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, 
Olshausen), which, however, would have to be conceived of, not as ordina- 
rily, in locum, but in loco eorum (Olshausen has the right view). The first 
rendering is preferable, because it corresponds to the notion of the ovyxoivo- 
voc. [See Note CXXI. p. 461.] — rife pitne x. tT. wibr. tT. é2A.| of the root (which 
now bears thee also among its own branches, ver. 18) and fatness which 
now goes jointly to thee) of the olivetree. On the latter, comp. Judg. ix. 9. 
The assumption of a hendiadys (of the fat root) (Grotius and others) is 
groundless and weakening.’ The sense without figure is : ‘‘ Thou hast at- 
tained to a participation in holy fellowship with the patriarchs, and in the 
blessings of the theocracy developed from them,”—both which the unbe- 
lieving Jews have forfeited.— Has Paul here, ver. 17 ff., had in view the pro- 
cess, really used in the East, of strengthening to renewed fertility olive trees by 
grafting scions of the wild olive upon them ?? Answer : The subject-matter, which 
he is setting forth, required not at all the figure of the ordinary grafting of 
the noble scion on the wild stem, but the converse, namely, that of the in- 
grafting of the wild scion and itsennoblement thereby. The thing thus re- 
ceiving illustration had taken place through the reception of Gentile members 
into the theocracy ; and the thing that had taken place he was bound to rep- 
resent (figuratively depict) as it had taken place. ‘‘Ordine commutato res 
magis causis quam causas rebus aptavit,” Origen. But that, while doing 
this, he had before his mind that actual pomological practice, and made 
reference to it (Matthias : in order to exhibit the rapafniwhjva of the unbe- 


xaé appears as an incomplete restoration. 


1 rhs mdtyTos Would only represent the ad- 
jectival notion, if xai—omitted by B C &* 
Copt. Dam.—were not genuine, as Buttmann 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 366, pronounces 
it. Tisch. 8omits it. But D* F Gand Codd. of 
Tt. omit rHs pigns cat (manifestly through a 
copyist’s error) ; therefore ris pigns without 


2 See Columella, v. 9. 16; Pallad. xiv. 53; 
Schulz, Leit. d. Héchsten, V. p. 88; Michae- 
lis, orient. Bibl. X. p. 67 ff., and note, p. 129; 
Bredenkamp in Paulus, Memorad, I, p, 149 
dics 
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lieving Jews, ver. 13), is not to be assumed for this reason, that here, 
conformably to the following xa? cvykowwvo¢ x.t.2., there is conceived as the 
object of the ingrafting the ennobled fertilization of the graft itself ; where- 
as, in the practice referred to, the ingrafted scion was not to receive the fat- 
ness from the noble tree, not to become fertilized, but to fertilize; for 
“‘foecundat sterilis pingues oleaster olivas, et quae non novit munera, ferre 
docet,” Palladius. 

Ver. 18. py xatax. tov «Add. Boast thyself not ecigties (comp. Jas. ii. 13, iii. 
14; also in the LXX., not in classical Greek) the branches. These are not 
the broken-off branches, of which he has just been speaking (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, and many others, including de 
Wette, Riickert, Ewald), but, according to vv. 16, 17, the branches of the 
olive tree generally (of which some have been broken off) ; without figure, 
therefore ; the people Israel, but by no means merely those now composing 
the non-Christian Israel (Hofmann). The latter, because the Christian Is- 
raelites also still belonged to the branches of the olive tree, must, as well as 
the broken-off «iador, have been more precisely designated (against which 
Hofmann urges subtleties) ; moreover, the following warning would not be 
suitable to the broken-off ones, because they no longer stand in any connec- 
tion with the root. The «Addo. standing on the root of the patriarchs are 
the Israelites, whether believing or unbelieving ; but under the broken-off 
ones, which are therefore no longer borne by the root, we are to think not 
generally of all those Jews who at the time had not yet become believers in 
Christ (vv. 13, 14)—otherwise the apostolic mission to the Jews would in 
truth have no meaning (in opposition to Hofmann’s denial of this distinc- 
tion)—but only of those who had rejected the Christ preached to them (Acts 
XXVili. 23, 24), and therefore were already no longer in living communion 
with the patriarchal root, excluded in God’s judgment from the theocracy 
borne by this root (ix. 7, 8). Hence, too, we are not, with Fritzsche, to 
think in réy xAddwv merely of the converted Jews, as indeed to give a particu- 
lar warning against pride towards Jewish- Christians was foreign here to the 
object of the apostle. — ei dé katak. k.7.2.] But if the case oceur, that thou 
boastest against them, then know, walled : it is not thou who bearest, etc. ; 
without figure : Thy theocratic position is not the original theocratic one, 
but only a derived one, proceeding from the patriarchs and imparted to thee, 
conditioned by the relation into which thou hast entered towards them ; 
thou therefore standest likewise only in the relation of a branch to the root, 
which is borne by the latter, and not the converse, and which may not 
therefore bear itself proudly towards its fellow-branches, as though it were 
something better. In these words there lies a warning hint beforehand of 
the possibility which Paul afterwards, vv. 21, 22, definitely expresses. —The 
ob od tr. pit. Baor K.7.A. is to be taken declaratively. See Winer, p. 575 
[E. T. 619] ; Buttmann, p. 388 [E. T. 895]. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 16. The 
Juct itself is quite independent of the case supposed in ei «:7.4., but it is 
brought to mind. 

Ver. 19. Odv] therefore ; since this reason (ob od rv pilav k.7.2.) forbids thee 
Katakavyaoba, thou wilt have something else to allege, — éeKA. «.7.2.] branches 
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were broken off (see critical notes), in order that I, ete. This iva bb has the 
stress of arrogant self-esteem, which, however, is not to be extended also to 
xAado.* forming the simple subject, and not even standing in the first place 
(Hofmann : ‘‘branches which were so are broken off”). [See Note CXXIL. 
p. 462. ] 

Vv. 20, 21. By «aaa¢ Paul admits the fact ; but in what follows he points 
out its cawse, as one which must prevent haughtiness, and inspire fear and 
anxiety respecting the duration of the state of grace ; assigning ‘the reason 
in ver, 21.—xadoc] Good! recte ais.»— The rq amorig and rq xiores placed 
first with emphatic warning means : on account of unbelief, ete. Comp. 
ver. 30. See on Gal. vi. 12. —éornKac] thou standest, namely, as a branch 
upon the olive tree. As the figure is present, both before and afterwards, 
it is opposed to the context to take éory«. absolutely, as the opposite of zin- 
tew (vv. 11, 22, xiv. 4; Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi—the latter 
doubtfully). — iyyAodpoveiv, to be haughty (1 Tim. vi. 17), is foreign to classi- 
cal Greek, which has peyadodpoveiv ; yet see scholion on Pind. Pyth. ii. 91 : 
bwndodpovorrta Kal Kavyouevov Katakaurrer 6 Oedc. The adjective tpyAddpwv is 
found in the classics in a good sense : high-spirited. — doBov| ‘‘ timor oppo- 
nitur non fiduciae, sed supercilio et securitati,” Bengel. Secure haughti- 
ness fears not the possible loss. — rv card giaw] those according to nature, 
not ingrafted. — pArw¢ oidé oc. geic.] to be referred to the underlying con- 
ception : it is to be feared * (Winer, pp. 469 f., 442 [E. T. 504, 474] ; Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 288 ; Ast, Lex. Plat. TI. p. 335). The future is more defi- 
nite and certain than the subjunctive.* At the same time the specially cho- 
sen mode of expression with pjroc (Paul does not say directly ovdé cod 
geicerat, aS Lachmann reads) is sufficiently mztigating and forbearing. 

Vy. 22, 28. An exhortation inferred from ver. 21, and corresponding to 
Li brmrogpdver, GAAG dood in ver. 20. — Behold, therefore, the goodness and the 
severity of God, how both divine attributes present themselves before thee 
side by side. That ypyor. and aror. should be without the article is, on ac- 
count of the following Oe0t* being anarthrous, quite regular, and does not 
entitle us artificially to educe (as Hofmann does) the sense of ‘‘ a goodness” 
(which is here exhibited), etc. According to the correct reading (see the 


thon suppressed, and instead of it the fear 
pijrws k.7.A. is independently introduced, in 


1 Were we to read, with the Rec., ot KAd- 
Sor, the article would have to be taken deux- 


qtuxas of the branches concerned, not the 
collective branches, from the haughty stand- 
point of the opponents, as Philippi holds. 
The simple xaAés of the apostle does not 
suit this. 

2Demosth. 998. 24; Plat. Phil. p. 25 B; 
Eur. Or. 1216; Lucian, Deor. Jud. 10. 

8 Observe, however, that pijmws «.7.A. is 
not an actual formal apodosis (in opposition 
to van Hengel’s #lifficulty, by which he sees 
himself compelled to adopt Lachmann’s 
reading) ; that, on the contrary, a formal 
apodosis, as frequently along with condi- 
tional protases (see Winer, p. 556 [E. T. 598] ; 
Buttmann, p. 330 [E. T. 385 f.]), is by anacolu- 


keeping with the emotional vividness of the 
discourse. Consequently: ‘‘ Hor if God has 
not spared the natural branches, . . . He will, 
I am apprehensive, also not spare thee.” 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 199 B, rightly 
observes that the suppression of the apo- 
dosis after a conditional protasis has mini- 
mum offensionis in familiari colloquio.” 
And such we have here, vy. 19-21. 

4 See Hermann, ad Ei. 992, Aj. 272, Med. p. 
357, Elmsl. ; Stallbaum, ad. Plat. Rep. p. 451 
A; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 140. 

5 Comp. Elwert, Quaest. ad philolog. sacr., 
Tiib. 1860, p. 7 f. 
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critical notes), a point is, with Lachmann, to be placed after aroropiav Ocod ; 
and with the following nominatives, azorouia and ypnoréryc Oeov, éori is to be 
supplied :' ‘* Towards the fallen there is severity, but towards thee (directed to 
thee) goodness.” The fallen are the Jews who have refused to believe,—so 
designated, because they are conceived as branches broken off and thereby 
fallen from the tree. Comp. éoryxac, ver. 20. In allusion to this, the severity 
of God is also designated as drorouia (only here in the N. T., but see on 2 
Cor. xiii. 10: Kypke, II. p. 179 ; Grimm on Wisd. v. 21). This reference 
to the figure, which certainly pervades the whole representation, it is arbi- 
trary to deny (de Wette, Fritzsche). — éav éripetv. rq ypyotor.] if thow shalt 
abide (see on vi. 1) by the goodness, i.e. if thou shalt not have separated thyself 
Srom the divine goodness (through apostasy from faith), but shalt have re- 
mained true to it; comp. Acts xiii. 43. Rightly, therefore, as respects 
the mode of the éripévew rt. yp., Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. p. 140 Pott: rq 
eic Xpiorov riorer. But it is erroneous, because contrary to the context (for 
the emphasis lies on érieiv., and 7 ypyorér. is but the repetition of the di- 
vine attribute just mentioned) and un-Pauline, to take ypyoréryc, with 
Fritzsche, following Ch. Schmidt, in the sense of human rightness of conduct 
(iii. 12). Comp. rather on ypyordr., ii. 4, and on Eph. ii. 7; also Tit. iii. 
4, —éret kai od éxxorion] for otherwise thow also (like those broken-off 
branches) shalt be cut off. The threatening tenor of the discourse suggests 
unsought the stronger word éxxor., which is also in ver. 24 retained of the 
wild olive tree. — Since kaxeivor* dé «.7.A. does not depend on the condition 
previously to be supplied with é7e/, ‘but has its own conditional sentence, a 
point is to be placed (in opposition to Hofmann) after éxxor. ; and with 
xaxeivor dé anew sentence, still further repressing Gentile self-exaltation, must 
be begun, which wswal punctuation Lachmann, ed. maj., has again adopted : 
And those, too, if they shall not have persisted in unbelief, will be grafted in, 
—whereby the reception into the true divine community (vv. 25, 31) is fig- 
uratively depicted. The xaé puts the éxetvoc on a parallel to the ingrafted 
wild olive branches (ver. 17.) —dvvaric¢ yap] if, namely, the cause has ceased 
to exist, on account of which God had to break off these branches, the power 
of God (comp. iv. 21, xiv. 4) leaves no doubt, ete. In réAw the concep- 
tion is, that by the ingrafting their restoration to their previous condition is 
accomplished. Comp. Winer, p. 576 [E. T. 620].—We may notice that this 
is a probative passage for the possibility of forfeiture of the state of grace, 
for the conversio resistibilis and for reiterabilitas gratiae, and also against ab- 
solute predestination. 

Ver. 24. T'dp] does not serve to assign the reason of duvardc Ketone so that 
the ability of God for that reingrafting would be popularly illustrated from 
the facility of this process as according to nature (the ordinary view). 


1To assume epexegetic nominatives ab- tence. " 
olute (Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. vy. 48), with 2 Such, with Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, 
Buttmann, newt. Gr, p. 829 [E. T. 884], is Tisch., according to a large preponderance 
inappropriate, because the appended éav of evidence, is to be the reading, instead of 
émumecv. x.7.A, canno longer be dependent on kat éxetvor, 
isé, but presupposes an independent sen- 
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[See Note CXXIIL. p. 463.] Against this it may be decisively urged, that 
—apart from the difficulty which experience attests in the conversion 
of unbelieving Jews—the power of God is the correlative, not of that which 
is easy, but precisely of that which is difficult, or which humanly speak- 
ing appears impossible (iv. 21, xiv. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Rom. ix. 22; 
Matt. xix. 26 ; Luke i. 37, e¢ al.), and that méow paddrov, as a designation 
of greater easiness, must have found in the context a more precise expla- 
nation to that effect, if it was not intended to express generally, as else- 
where (comp. Philem, 16, and the similar use of 70426 yaAAov), the greater 
degree of probability or certainty. Rightly, therefore, have Winzer, Progr. 
1828, Reiche, Philippi, and Tholuck, referred the yap to the main thought 
of the previous verse, to éyxevtpioOfoovra. Yet they should not have taken 
this ydp as purely co-ordinate with the preceding ydp, but—as must always 
be done with two such apparently parallel instances of yép—as erxplicative 
(see on viii. 6) namely, so that after the brief grownd assigned for éyxevrpic- 
Ojcovra: (duvatoc¢ «.7.A.), the same is now yet more fully elucidated in regard 
to its certainty, and by this elucidation is still further consirmed. To this 
the confirmatory reference to éyxevr. in Hofmann substantially amounts. — 
ot| Gentile-Christian. — ék rij¢ kata gbow . . . dypied.| out of the wild olive, 
which is so according to nature, which by nature has grown a wild olive. 
— rapa giovv] for the grafting, as an artificial proceeding, alters the natural 
development, and is so far contrary to nature (i. 26). The interposition of 
éfexor. brings out more markedly the contrast between kara giow and rapa ¢. 
Very violently the simple words are twisted by Hofmann as follows : dypze- 
Aaiov is in apposition to éx tHe Kata dbow ; while for the latter there is to be 
borrowed from daypzeAaiov the more general notion of the olive tree, and 7 xara 
ovo is the tree, which is so for the branch in a natural manner. — eic¢ KaAAcéa. | 
into a (not the) noble olive tree. The word is also found in Aristotle, Plant. 
i. 6, in contrast to dypéA. —oiro:] the Jews who have refused to believe. 
— ol cata dbow] sc. bvtec,* those according to nature. In what respect they are 
so, the context exhibits, namely, as the original branches of the holy olive tree, 
whose root the patriarchs are, ver. 16. — r@ idia éA.] for they have originally 
grown upon it, and then have been cut off from it ; hence it is still their 
own olive tree. 

Vv. 25-82. [See Note CXXIV. p. 463.] The formal and unconditional 
promise of the collective conversion of the Jews, and the confirmatory proof 
of this promise, now follow down to ver. 32. — yap] introduces the corrobo- 
ration of the previous éyxevrpicbgoovra : ‘they shall be grafted in, I say ; for 
be it not withheld from you,” etc. —od bédw tudo ayvoeiv] not a mere formula 
of announcement generally (Riickert), but always of something important, 


1 Fritzsche takes ot as the relative ot: 
how much more shall these be grafted into 
the olive tree, who, according to nature, 
shall become grafted into their own olive 
tree! Superfiuous in itself,—and what dif- 
fuse and unwieldy circumstantiality of ex- 
pression! Hofmann has nevertheless ac- 
ceded to this reading of ot, in which case, 


through the punctuation oro, ot Kara piow 
(se. é@ykevtpisOnoovrat) éyKevtpraOyjcovtTat TH 
ida édaia, nothing is gained. How simply 
and clearly would the thought thus artifi- 
cially made out have been expressed, if 
Paul had only left out that alleged relative 
ot! 
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which Paul desires to be specially noticed, i. 13 ; 1 Cor. x. 1, xii. 1 ; 2 Cor. 
i. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 13. That which is addressed, under the fervent addition 
of the ddeA@ot embracing all readers, is the whole church, although it stands 
before the apostle’s eyes such as it was, namely, in its predominantly Gen- 
tile-Christian character. Comp. vv. 13, 28, 30. — 70 pvorhpiov] has not in 
the N. T. the sense in which profane writers speak of mysteries (something 
mysterious in itself, comprehensible only by the initiated, and to be con- 
cealed from the profane).1 But it signifies that which, undiscerned by men 
themselves, has been made known to them by divine aroxddvyuc, and always refers 
to the relations and the development of the Messianic kingdom (Matt. xiii. 
11). Thus it frequently denotes with Paul the divine counsel of redemp- 
tion through Christ,—as a whole, or in particular parts of it,—because it 
was veiled from men before God revealed it (Rom. xvi. 25 ; 1 Cor. ii. 7-10 ; 
Eph. iii. 3-5). Whether the contents of a mystery have already become 
known through the preaching of the gospel, may be gathered from the 
scope of the particular passages. That, however, which Paul here means 
by uvorgp., is something the aroxdave of which he is conscious of having 
received by divine illumination (just as in 1 Cor. xy. 51), and he declares it 
as a prophet éy aroxadines (A Cor. xiv. 6, 30) ; without presupposing that 
the church, personally still strange to him, was already acquainted with 
the peculiar point of doctrine, as is evinced by iva uy Are év éavroic opédv. 
He desires, namely, by a disclosure of the pvorfpiov, to take care that his 
readers, from their Gentile-Christian standpoint, should not, under a mis- 
apprehension of the divine counsel, hold for truth their own views on the 
exclusion of the Israelitish people, and. therewith be wise in themselves (év 
éavt., see the critical notes), 7.e. in their own judgment (comp. Jas. ii. 4). 
What Luther has : ‘‘that ye be not prowd” (comp. Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, 
Calovius), is not directly expressed, but is rightly pointed out by Theodoret 
as a consequence. Comp. Isa. vy. 21 ; Soph. Hl. 1055 f. —érz x.r.2.] Contents 
of the yvorfp., namely, the duration of the hardening of Israel, which will 
not be permanent. — répwoic] See on ver. 7.—ard pépovc] is to be con- 
nected with yéyover, not, as, by Estius, Semler, Koppe, Fritzsche, contrary 
to the construction, with +6 ’Icpa#a. Hardening has partially befallen the 
people, in so far as ob rdvre¢ jriorevoav' roAdol yap éF éxeivev éxiorevoay (The- 
odoret). Comp. xv. 15. It is therefore to be understood extensively (comp. 
ol Aouroi, ver. 7 5 tevéc, Ver. 17), not intensively, as Calvin takes it (attaching 
it to mépworc) : guodammodo, which was intended to soften the severity of 
the notion. So taken, it would not modify the conception, but alter it 
(ver. 7 ff.), Kéllner finds in axd uw. the statement of a single ground of the 
divine arrangement, leaving it undecided whether other reasons, and what, 
were in the mind of the apostle : on the one part the hardening had been de- 
creed by God over Israel only for the end, that first, ete. But in that case 
and «, must have referred to an expressed iva or the like. The temporal 
view, ‘‘ for a while” (Hofmann), is here as contrary to usage as in 2 Cor. i. 


1 See on pvew and pvorp., Creuzer on Plotin, de Puler, p. 857 f. ; Lennep. Etymol. p. 441; 
comp. Lobeck, Aglaoph. I. p. 85 ff. 
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14, ii. 5. Paul would have known how to express this sense possibly by 
To vov, or by the classical réw¢. + yéyover] from whom? is known from ver. 8. 
—Aaypic od] usque dum intraverit. 'Then—when this shall have taken place 
—the hardening of Israel shall cease. Calvin’s ita ut is intended, in spite 
of the language, to remove the idea of a terminus ad quem ; and for the same 
reason Calovius and others employ much artifice in order to bring out the 
sense, that down to the end of the world the partial hardening will endure, 
and therefore, too, the partial conversion, but only that which is partial, — 
TO TARP. Tov EOvGv| In opposition to Gusset, Wolfburg, and others named by 
Wolf, also Wolf himself, Michaelis, Olshausen, Philippi, who understand 
only the complementum ethnicorum serving to make up for the unbelieving 
Jews (‘‘the recruitment from the Gentiles,” Michaelis), the wsws loguendi is not 
decisive ; for according to usage that, with which something else is made 
full, might certainly be expressed by the genitive with rAfpoua (Mark viii. 20, 
and see on Mark vi. 483 ; comp. Eccles. iv. 6). But how enigmatically, and 
in a manner how liable to misapprehension, would Paul have indicated the sup- 
posed thought, instead of simply and plainly writing 76 rAjpwua abrod 76 ek 
tov évov | especially as already, in ver. 12, the analogous expression 76 rAG~ 
pouza avtév was used in the sense of ‘their full number.” Fritzsche also 
finds too little : caterva gentiliwm, so that only a great multitude is meant. 
Comp. on Eph. iii. 19. We must observe the correlation of amd pépovg. . . 
TAhpouwa . . . rac: apart of Israel is hardened, until the Gentiles collec- 
tively shall have come in, and, when that shall have taken place, then all 
Israel will be saved. The conversion of the Gentiles ensues by successive 
stages ; but when their totality shall be converted, then the conversion of 
the Jews in their totality will also ensue ; so that Paul sees the latter— 
which up to that epoch certainly also advances gradually in individual cases ~ 
—ensuing, after the full conversion of the Gentiles, as the event complet- 
ing the assemblage of the church and accomplishing itself probably in rapid 
development.* All this, therefore, before the Parousia, not by means of it. 
Comp. on Acts iii. 20. The expression 7d rAfpoua 7. 20vdv is therefore to be 
taken numerically: the plena copia of the Gentiles (of whom in the first in- 
stance only a fraction has come and is coming in), their full number. Rightly 
Theophylact : wévrec, but with arbitrary limitation he adds: of rpoeyrwopée- 
vot EOvixot. Just so, in substance, Augustine, Oecumenius, and many others, 
including even van Hengel : ‘‘plenus numerus gentilium, gwotquot compre- 
hendebant proposita Dei,” comp. Krummacher : ‘‘ only the elect among the 
Gentiles.” The collective multitude of the Gentiles in the strict sense Hof- 


1 There would have been no offence taken 
at the full sense of the mAjpwpa tay ebvav, as 
well as of the correlate ras “IopayA, ver. 26, 
and there would have been no occasion to 
seek artificial limitations of the fulness of 
these notions, had it been sufficiently con- 
sidered that Paul is speaking apocalyptically, 
in virtue of his prophetic contemplation of 
the last sacred-historical development be- 
fore the Parousia. The prophet (comp. é.g. 
Acts ii. 17, xi. 28) contemplates and speaks 


of the grand things in the perspective 
opened to his view in the bulk and swmma- 
rily, without being answerable for such ut- 
terances according to strict mathematical 
precision. By a restrictive explaining away 
and modification of these utterances the 
prophetic character and spirit suffers a vio- 
lence foreign to it, against which the sim- 
ple and clear words do not cease to offer 
resistance. 
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mann seeks to get rid of, by making rd 7/jpwua serve only to emphasize the 
fact that ra 2vy is to be thought of ‘‘in the full compass of the notion,” so 
that by rd rAfp. tr. évdv no other full amount is intended than that which 
would be expressed by ra £6vy itself. Thus there would result as the sense : 
until no people of the Gentile world is any longer found outside the church. 
This is decidedly at variance with ver. 12, and with the whole context 
down to its evident concluding verse (ver. 32), according to which not the 
peoples as such (in the lump, as it were), but all persons who compose them, 
must be the subjects of the entrance into the church and of the divine mercy. 
The above interpretation is a process of rationalizing, artificial and far- 
fetched, and contrary to the language and the context, by interpreting 
what is said of the individuals as applying to the nations ; just as Beyschlag, 
p. 75, understands the two great groups of mankind to be thought of here 
and in ver. 26. — eicéAO7| namely, into the community prefigured by the 
holy olive tree, i.e. into the people of God. There is not yet mention of 
the kingdom of Messiah ; its establishment is later. The passage Col. i. 13 is 
wrongly employed with a view to supply ei¢ r. Baova. Geov. See in loc. 

Ver. 26 f. Kai otrw| And so, namely, after the rAjpwpya tov ébvdv shall have 
come in. The modal character of the obtw therefore lies in the swecession of 
time conditioning the emergence of the fact (comp. 1 Cor. xi. 28), as it also 
in the classics, in the sense of so then, embraces what has been previously 
said.’ Theodoret rightly says : rév yap éOvdv deFauévwv Td KApvyua TioTeEvCoVEL 
Kaxeivot, and that, according to ver. 11, under the impulse of powerful em- 
ulation. We may add that this great final result is brought into more im- 
portant prominence, if we take kai ojtw «.7.A. independently, than if we 
make it form part of the statement dependent on 67: (Lachmann, Tischen- 
dorf, Fritzsche, Ewald, Hofmann, and others). — xa¢ Icpa#a] This notion, 
so definitely expressed, of the totality of the people is in no way to be lim- 
ited ; the whole of those are intended, who, at the time that the fulness of 
the Gentiles shall have come in, will compose Israel. -AJ/ Israelites who up 
to that time shall be still unconverted, will then be converted to salvation, 
so that at that term entire Israel will obtain the saving deliverance ; but 
comp., as to the quite unlimited expression, the remark on ver. 25. Lim- 
itations from other interests than that of exegesis have been suggested : 
such as that the spiritwal Israel, Gal. vi. 16, is meant (Augustine, Theodoret, 
Luther, Calvin,” Grotius, and others, including Krummacher) ; or only the 


1See Schweighiuser, Lex. Herod. I. p. 
167 ; Thucyd. iii. 96.2; Xen. Anab. iii. 5. 6; 
Dem, 644, 18, 802, 20. Hofmann, in connec- 
tion with his incorrect explanation of aro 
Mépous, ver, 25, refers ovtw to the temporal 
limitation of the Jewish hardening ; through 
the fact that the latter took place in the 
first instance only and thus in its time ceases, 
there is given to the people the possibil- 
ity (?), ete. In this way this definitely pro- 
phetic element, which lies in the «cat otrw 
joined to what immediately precedes, is re- 
moved, and resolved into something entire- 


ly self-evident ! 

2 “Ego Israelis nomen ad totum Dei pop- 
ulum extendo, hoe sensu: Quum gentes in- 
gressae fuerint, simul et Judaei ex defecti- 
one se ad fidei obedientiam recipient, atque 
ita complebitur salus totus Israelis Dei, 
quem ex utrisque colligi oportet.’—The Re- 
formers were induced to depart from the 
literal sense of the apostle, not by exegeti- 
cal, but by dogmatic considerations, and 
also by their bad opinion of Jewish deprav- 
ity (‘a Jew or Jewish heart is as hard as 
stock, stone, tron, or Gevil, so as in no way to 
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select portion of the Jews (Calovius, Bengel, and several others, including 
Olshausen : ‘‘all those members of the Israclitish people who from the be- 
ginning belonged to the true Asiuua”) ; or that mac is to be taken compara- 
tively only of the greater number, of the bulk (Oecumenius, Wetstein, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, Tholuck). To this comes in substance also Hofmann’s explana- 
tion : ‘‘that the people, as a people, will be converted ;” but rac "Iapafa is, 
in fact, not ‘‘ Israel as a whole,” but rather the entire Israel, as is also meant 
in 2 Chron. xii. 1 and in all O. T, passages, in contrast to amd pépovc, ver. 
25. Comp. rac olkoc Iop., Acts ii. 36, ma¢ 6 Aade "Iop., and the like. This 
also against Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 404. —owjcera| will be saved, unto Mes- 
sianic salvation, by their conversion to Christ. —xafae yéyp.] For rac ’Iop. 
owijo. Paul finds a Seriptwre warrant,’ not merely a substratum for his own 


be moved,” ete., Luther, 1548, who passed a 
milder judgment at an earlier period). Still 
the literal interpretation remained predom- 
inant amongst the Reformed through the in- 
fluence of Beza; and through Calixtus and 
Spener it became so again in the Lutheran 
Church, in which it had even at an earlier 
period asserted its claims, through Hunnius, 
Balduin, and others, in spite of Luther’s 
authority. Melanchthon held simply by 
the statement (see his Hnarratio, 1556): ‘* fu- 
turum esse ut swbinde usque ad finem mun- 
di aligui ex Judaeis convertantur.’’ The 
modest addition which he made at an ear- 
lier period (1540), of a possible universal 
conversion of the Jews, is not found in 
this, his last exposition of the epistle. Fol- 
lowing Luther, Calovius also explains it 
only of a successive conversion of the Jews, 
which is gradually to ensue up to the end 
of the world, so that there is merely meant 
a magnus numerus still to be converted. 
So, too, others in Calovius, and now also 
Philippi (p. 557 ff.) joins them: Israel is 
partially hardened until the entrance of the 
pleroma of the Gentiles; and in this way, 
namely, that out of the only partially har- 
dened people agreat assemblage of believing 
ones is continually being formed until the end 
of the days, will the entire Israel properly 
aimed at by the O. T. divine word, accord- 
ing to the prophetic passage, be saved. It 
is self-evident that thus all the elements 
which form the points properly so called 
of this interpretation are forced upon the 
text, and the result is an historical process 
recognizable by any one, concerning which 
it is not easy to see how Paul could in- 
troduce itasa pvoripcov.—On the history 
of the exposition of this passage, see, more- 
over, Caloyius, p. 190 ff., and Luthardt. 

1 Not, however, as though Paul had de- 
rived his prophecy from Isa. /.c., for the ore 


mopwots ... Kat ottw he could not derive 


thence. Rather has he—after having év 
amoxadvwee recognized the declared pvary- 
ptov—now also recognized an O. T. proph- 
ecy in reference to that constituent of it 
which is contained in ras "IopahnA cwOjcerar 5 
this, therefore, pertains no longer to the 
amoxadviius, by which the pvoryprov itself 
was disclosed to him, but is to be as- 
cribed to his own apprehension of the 
meaning of Seripture. The Messianic 
prophecy of Isa. lix. 20, 21 (also with the 
Rabbins a solemn Messianic utterance ; see 
Schoettg. Hor. II. pp. 71, 187), refers merely 
to the Israelites turning from apostasy, and 
appears therefore incapable of warranting 
mas ‘lopand owOijcetat. We have, however, 
to observe that, according to the apostle’s 
view and exposition in ver. 17 ff., it is only 
those who reject Christ among the Jews who 
have fallen away from the true theocracy 
(from the olive tree); consequently, if’ 
these are converted, entire Israel is recon- 
ciled, because they who remained and do. 
remain in the theocracy are those who 
have accepted and accept the preaching of 
Christ—of whom the owrnpia is therefore: 
self-evident. This mode of apprehending 
the quotation, corresponding to the con- 
textual view of the state of the matter, ex- 
eludes the far-fetched and artificial expe- 
dient which Fritzsche offers, when he- 
brings out from the anarthrous aceBeias, 
and from tas apaprias having the article: 
(aliqua peccata—all sins), the result that in 
the first half only the eect Israelites, but in 
the second the entire people, are meant.— 
Following Calvin and others, Gléckler 
again believes that ver. 27 is borrowed 
from Jer. xxxi. 31-34; but this must be re- 
jected, because «ai atm.... drabyxn 
stands in Isa. lix. 21, while oray «.7.A, stands 
literally in Isa. xxvii. 9. Philippi also. 
thinks that the contents of the passage in, 
Jeremiah floated before the mind of the 
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ideas (Tholuck), in Isa. lix. 20, 21 (not quite closely after the LXX., and, 
from érav onwards, with a bringing in of xxvii. 9; see Surenhus. karaaa. 
p- 503 f.) ; to the prophetic sense of this passage the future salvation of all 
Israel corresponds as result. — éx Ziv] for from God will the deliverer come ; 
the theocratic central-point and dwelling-place of the divine kingdom is the 
holy mount of Zion. Comp. Ps. xiv. 7, lili. 7, ef al. See also ix. 33. The 
LXX. have, following the original, évexev Zuov ars), i.e. for Zion). Our éx 
Siév is a variation of memory, occasioned by the reminiscence of other passages 
(comp. Ps. xiv. 7, liii. 7, ex. 2) ; for évexev 3. would have been quite as 
suitable to the apostle’s purpose (in opposition to Reiche, Fritzsche, van 
Hengel) ; hence to discover intentional reasons for this deviation (Philippi : 
in order to bring into stronger relief the claim of the people as contrasted 
with the Gentiles) is groundless. Nor was this deviation more convenient 
(Hofmann) for the apostle, namely, in order to designate Christ’s place of 
manifestation ; but it involuntarily on his part found its way into the 
citation freely handled. — 6 fvduevoc] t.e. not God (Grotius, van Hengel), 
who first emerges in ver. 27, but the Messiah. In the Heb. we find Osta, a 
deliverer, without the article, by which, however, no other is intended. 
The futwre coming of the deliverer which is here predicted is, in the sense 
of the fulfilment of this prophecy, necessarily that whereby the zac ’Iapaya 
owbhoerat will be effected ; consequently not the Pwrousia, because the con- 
version of all Israel must be antecedent to this, but rather that specially 
efficacious self-revelation of Christ in the preaching of His gospel (comp. Eph. 
ii. 17), to be expected by the future, whereby He will bring about that 
final sacred-historical epoch of the people, the conversion of its totality. 
Erroneously, however, Augustine, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Beza have 
supposed it predicted that Elijah or Enoch would appear before the end of 
the world as converter of the Jews. —dzoorp. ace3. ad ’Iax.] He will turn 
away, i.e. (comp. Bar. iii. 7 ; 1 Macc. iv. 58) remove, do away with impieties 
Jrom Jacob. By this, in the sense of the apostle, is meant the atoning, 
reconciling work of the Messiah (comp. John i. 29: aipwy tr. duapt), which 
He will accomplish in Israel by its conversion. Hence there follows,-as the 
correlative to this in ver. 27, the forgiveness of sins on the part of God, pro- 
‘cured through Him, and that as the actually saving essence of the covenant, 
which the people possesses from God.’ Compare the original text, which, 
however, instead of x. aroorp. aceB. axd Iaxo8 has p33 pws "aw 93, and for 
those turning from apostasy in Jacob. Paul, however, because following gen- 
erally in this quotation the LXX., retains also its deviation from the orig- 
inal text, but not as if this cauld have been more welcome to him for his 
object, for in that respect he might have just as well made use of the words 
of the original. —atry] points to the following (comp. 1 John y. 2), so that 
the sense of ver. 27 is: ‘And when I shall have forgiven their sins, this, this 
remission of sins conferred by me, will be my covenant to them, é.e. they will 


apostle, If this were the case, why should rejection of the people of God (ver. 1), the 
he not have cited this well-known leading covenant of God with them now subsists 
passage in reference to the new covenant?  inits entire fulfilment! 

1 How happy a final result! Instead ofa 
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therein have from me the execution of my covenant.” Both in the orig- 
inal and in the LXX. airy points to the following, in which the words of 
the covenant (70 mvevua Td gudv . . . . ov pup exAimy éx Tov oTdu. K.T.A.) are ad- 
duced ; but instead of them, Paul, for the object which he has in view, 
puts brav a¢éAwuar x.7.A. from Isa, xxvii. 9, where likewise a preceding dem- 
onstrative (rovrTdé éorw 7 evAoyia aitov) points forward to bray. Hence we 
may not, with others (including Kéllner and Hofmann), refer airy to the 
preceding, in which case aroorp. doeBeiac ard lax. is supposed to point to the 
moral conversion, and ager. 7. duapt. air. to the forgiveness, on the ground of 
which that conversion takes place (see Hofmann). According to this view, 
the essence of the covenant would lie in sanctification, not in reconciliation, 
which would be conceived rather as antecedent to the covenant,—a view 
which runs counter to the N. T. doctrine (Matt. xxvi. 26 ; Heb. ix. 15 ff., 
x. 29, xii. 24, xiii. 20).—7 rap’ éuov diabjxn] The covenant which proceeded 
JSrom me, which was made onmy part. See Bernhardy, p. 255 f. ; Fritzsche, 
ad Mare. ;). 182 f. ; van Hengel, in loc. 


Remarx.—The conversion of entire Israel promised by Paul as a pvorijpiov re- 
vealed to him, has not yet taken place ; for the opinion, that the promise had 
been fulfilled already in the apostolic age through the conversion of a great 
part of the people (comp. Euseb. H. E. iii. 35 ; Judaizantes in Jerome ; Grotius, 
Limborch, Wetstein), is set aside, notwithstanding Acts xxi. 20, by the literal 
meaning of wé¢’IopayA and of rAnpwoua tov ébvov. The fulfilment is to be re- 
garded as still future, as the last step in the universal extension of Christianity upon 
earth. In respect of time no more special definition can be given, than that the 
conversion of the totality of the Gentiles must precede it ; whence only this is 
certain, that it is still a time very distant. Paul has certainly viewed the matter 
as near, seeing that he conceived the Parousia itself to be near (not merely, 
perhaps, its possible, but its actual emergence—in opposition to Philippi),—a 
conception which was shared by him with the whole apostolical church, al- 
though it remained without the verification of the event, as this was conceived of. 
But the promise of the conversion of the people of Israel is not on that account 
itself to be regarded as one, the fulfilment of which is no longer to be hoped for, 
—as though, with thepon-verified conception of the time of the event, the event 
itself should fall to the ground (Ammon, Reiche, Kdéllner, Fritzsche) ; for it is 
the fact in itself, and not the epoch of it, which is disclosed by the Apostle as 
part of the zvorjpiov which was revealed to him ; and therefore this disclosure 
rested on the droxdAviy¢ received, not on individual opinion and expectation. 
The duration of time until the Parousia was not subject-matter of revelation, 
Acts i. 7, and the conception of it belongs, therefore, not to that in the apos. 
tolic teaching which has the guarantee of divine certainty, but to the domain 
of subjective hope and expectation, which associated themselves with what 
was revealed, —a distinction which even Philippi does not reject. The latter, 
however, endeavours to remove from the category of error the apostolic expec- 
tation of the nearness of the Parousia, because it was not cherished with that 
divine certainty ; but cannot thereby prevent it, where it is presupposed so 
definitely, as e.g. xiii. 11, or is expressed so unconditionally, as e.g. 1 Cor. xv. 
51, 52, from being characterized by an unprejudiced mind as a human error, 
which did not, however, exclude occasionally other moods, as in 2 Cor, v. 8, 
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Phil. 1.23. Of such human mistakes and vacillations, which lie outside the 
range of revealed truth, that truth is independent (against Hoelemann, neue 
Bibelstud, p. 232 ff€., and others).—We may further notice that our passage 
directly controverts the Ebionitish view, now renewed in various quarters (Chr. 
A. Crusius, Delitzsch, Baumgarten, Ebrard, Auberlen, and others ; expositors 
of the Apocalypse), of an actual restoration of Israel to the theocratic kingdom 
in Canaan, as to be expected on the ground of prophetic predictions (Hos. ii. 
2,16 ff, iii. 4, 5; Isa. xi. 11, xxiv. 16, chap. Ix. ; Jer. xxxiv. 33, et al.). Israel 
does not take in the church, but the church takes in Israel ; and whenever 
this occurs, Israel has in the true sense again its kingdom and its Canaan, 
Comp. Tholuck on ver. 25 ; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 576 f. ; Hengstenberg, Christol. 
I. p. 256 ; and see especially Bertheau, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, 
p. 353 ff. 


Ver. 28 ff. Yet a final summary gathering up of the sacred-historical 
relation of Israel to God, and (vv. 29-32) discussion of it ; in which, how- 
ever, the reference, bearing on the apostle’s object, to the statement «at 
obTw Tae "IopayA cobffoera does not require the parenthesizing of xafac yéyparrac 
«.t.A. (Ewald), asin ver. 28 the substantive verb is easily and obviously 
supplied.—The unbelieving Israelites as such are the subject (av7Gy, ver. 27). 
—kard 1d evayy.| The relation is thereby designated, according to which 
they are éy@poi. [See Note CXXV. p. 464.] The gospel was preached to 
them ; but they rejected it, in which relation they are hated of God. In 
conformity with the message of salvation, which reached them, but was 
despised by them (comp. ver. 25), they must necessarily be éy@poi ; since in 
fact, not accepting the d:cacoctyn proffered in the gospel, they remained under 
the wrath of God (ver. 7). According to the context, we must think of the 
areieva of the Jews, ver. 30 ; and therefore neither of their exclusion from 
the gospel (Fritzsche), nor even of the diffusion of the latter (Riickert). — 
éx0poi] not my enemies (Theodoret, Luther, Grotius, Semler, and others), nor 
yet enemies of the gospel (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Michaclis,. Morus, 
Nosenmiiller). That, on the contrary, Oe (see on Gal. iv. 16) is to be sup- 
plied, as Ocot with ayanyrol, is evident generally from the connection with 
vv. 27 and 29 ; and that éyQpoi is to be explained not in an active (Olshausen, 
van Hengel, Ritschl, and older interpreters), but in a passive sense (to whom 
God is hostile), is shown by the contrast of dyaryroi. Comp. on v. 10.—dé¢ 
tuac}| for your sake, because you are thereby to attain to salvation, ver. 11. — 
kara Thy éxA.| is usually taken ; as fellow-members of the nation elected to be 
the people of God ; comp. ver. 2. But é«Aoy#—differently from the rpoéyva, 
ver, 2—has already been clearly defined in vv. 5, 7 as the elect Aeiuua, and 
hence, with Ewald, is here also to be taken in this sense. Consequently : 
in conformity with the fact, however, that among them is that elect remnant. 
This believing ékAoyf is the living testimony of the undying love of God 
towards the people. Comp. ver. 5. — dd rode rar.] for the fathers’ sake. 
Calvin aptly remarks : ‘‘ Quoniam ab illis propagata fuerat Dei gratia ad 
posteros, secundum pacti formam : Deus tuus et seminis tui ;” comp. ver. 
16 ; Luke i. 54, 55. 

Ver, 29. Confirmation of the second half of ver. 28 by the axiom: ‘“ Un- 
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repented, and so subject to no recall, are the displays of grace and (especially) 
the calling of God.” The application to be made of this general proposition 
is : Consequently God, who has once made this people the recipient of the 
displays of His grace and has called them to the Messianic salvation, will 
not, as though He had repented of this, again withdraw His grace from 
Israel, and leave and abandon His calling of Israel without realization. — 
On duerauéAnroc, comp. 2 Cor. vii. 10. 

Vv. 30, 31. [dp] not referable to ver. 28 (Hofmann), introduces that, 
which, according to the economy of salvation under the divine mercy, will 
emerge as actual proof of the truth of ver. 29. —jredjoare] have refused obe- 
dience, which came to pass through unbelief. For the elucidation of this, sce 
i. 18 ff. — vvv dé] contrast to the time before they become Christian (oré), 
Eph. ii. 8. — 7Ae#Onre] For the reception into Christianity with its blessings 
is, as generally, so in particular over-against the preceding #reoare, on 
God’s part solely the work of mercy. —rh tottwv arecb.| through the disobedi- 
ence of these; for they are éyOpol ov buac, ver. 28. Comp., besides, vv. 11 f., 
15, 19 f. The non-compliance of the Jews with the requirement of faith in 
the gospel brought about the reception of the Gentiles. The latter, the con- 
verted Gentiles, are individualized by the address to the Gentile-Christian 
community of the readers (iueic). — qreibyoav| namely, through rejection of 
the gospel. —r@ tuerépw éAéec] is, on account of the parallelism, to be joined 
to the following (iva x.t.4.), and the dative to be taken in the sense of medi- 
ate agency, like rq robr. arec0.: im order that through the mercy that befell you 
(which may excite them to emulation of your faith, ver. 11) mercy should 
also accrue to them. The position of 7. tu. éA. before the introductory 
conjunction is for the sake of emphasis ; comp. 2 Cor. xii. 7; Gal. iv. 10, 
e al. ; Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 561]. Hence the parallelism is not to be 
sacrificed by placing a comma after éAée. Nevertheless such is the 
course followed—and with very different views of the dative, arbitra- 
rily departing from the datival notion in rj robr. areeig—by the Vulgate 
(‘‘in vestram misericordiam”), Peshito, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Hstius, 
Wolf, Morus, Lachmann, Gléckler, Maier, Ewald (‘‘so these also became 
now disobedient alongside of [bei] your mercy”), Buttmann in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1860, p. 367 (‘‘ in favour of your mercy, that you might find mercy”), 
and others. —iva] the divinely ordained aim of the jreifjoav. On the em- 
phatic syerépy in the objective sense, see Winer, p. 145 [E. T. 153] ; Kithner, 
II. 1, p. 486. 

Ver. 32. Establishment of ver. 30 f., and that by an exhibition of the 
universal divine procedure, with the order of which that which is said in ver. 
31 of the now disobedient Jews and their deliverance is incorporated. Thus 
ver. 32 is at once the grand summary and the glorious key-stone—impelling 
once more to the praise of God (ver. 33 ff.)—of the whole preceding section 
of the epistle.1— ovykietw eic : to include in (2 Macc. v. 5, comp. Luke v. 6), 
has, in the later Greek (Diod. Sic. xix. 19, comp. xx. 74, frequently in Poly- 


1“ Note this prime saying, which con- ness, and alone exalts God’s mercy, to be 
demns all the world and man’s righteous- obtained through faith” (Luther's gloss). 
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bius), and in the LXX. (after the Heb. V0") with Dy also the metaphorical 
sense : to hand over unto or under a power which holds as it were in ward. 
Comp. on Gal. iii, 22, 23. Correspondent, as regards the notion, is rapé- 
doxe, i, 24. The compound expression strengthens the meaning ; it does not 
denote simul (Bengel and others).—The effective sense is not to be changed, 
which has been attempted by taking it sometimes as declarative (Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Zeger, Glass, Wolf, Carpzov, Wetstein, Ch. 
Schmidt), sometimes as permissive (Origen, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, and 
many others, including Flatt and Tholuck). — cic azei#.| towards God ; see 
vv. 80, 81. —rovde rdvrac] Of Gentiles (iueic) and Jews (oiroc) Paul has pre- 
viously spoken ; hence oi révtec now comprises the totality, namely all Jews 
and Gentiles jointly and severally,— ‘‘ cunctos s. universos, i.e. singulos in 
unum corpus colligatos,” Ellendt, Lev. Soph. Il. p. 521. Comp. on the 
subject-matter, iii. 9,19 ; Gal. iii. 22. So necessarily also the following 
rove rdvtac. The view which understands only the two masses of Jews and 
Gentiles, these two halves of mankind in the gross (usually so taken recently, 
as by Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Weiss), cannot suit the compre- 
hensive tr. ravrac (as if it were equal to rode audorépovc), since it is by no 
means appropriate to the mere number of two, but only to their collective sub- 
jects. Not even the Jewish éxAoyf, vv. 7, 28, is to be excepted (Maier, van 
Hengel), because its subjects were also before their conversion sinners (iii. 
23), and therefore subjected to the power of disobedience towards God ; for 
the ovvéxdewe . . . areeiay points back, in the case of each single member 
of the collective whole, to the time before conversion and until conversion. 
If we should desire to refer oi tavrec merely to the Jews (van Hengel by way 
of a suggestion, and Hofmann), who are meant as a people in their collective 
shape (consequently not in all individuals ; see Hofmann), the close relation- 
ship between ver. 380 and ver. 31 would be opposed to it, since the reference 
of yap merely to the apodosis in ver. 31 is quite arbitrary ; and, indeed, the 
bold concluding thought in ver. 32 possesses its great significance and its 
suitableness to the following outburst of praise, simply and solely through 
its all-comprehensive contents. And even apart from this, rode zdvtac in fact 
never denotes : them as a collective whole, as a people, but, as universally (in 
1 Cor. ix, 22, x. 17; 2 Cor. v. 14; Phil. ii. 21; comp. Eph. iv. 18; 2 Mace. 
xi. 11, xii. 40, e¢al., and in all the classical writers) all ef them, as also only 
in this sense does the suitable emphasis fall on the repetition in the apodosis. 
—iva tr. m. thehon| in order that He may have mercy upon all. This divine 
purpose Paul saw to be already in part attained,—namely, in the case of all 
already converted ; but its general fulfilment lay, to his view, in the devel- 
opment of the future on to the great terminus expressed in ver. 25 f. We 
may observe that. our passage is at variance not merely with the decretum 
reprobationis (‘‘ hance particulam universalem opponamus tentationi de par- 
ticularitate . . .; non fingamus in Deo contradictorias voluntates,” 
Melanchthon), but also with the view (Olshausen, Krummacher, and older 


1 oi mavres has, as is well known, the sense of in all in the case of numbers. See 
Kriiger, § 50. 11. 18; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 545. 
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expositors) that Paul means the collective body of the elect. See rather ver. 
25 f. The azoxardoraowe is not, however, to be based on our passage for 
this reason, that the universality of the divine purpose of redemption (comp. 
1 Tim. ii. 4), as well as the work of redemption having taken place for the 
justification of all (ver. 18), does not exclude its final non-realization in part 
through the fault of the individuals concerned,' and cannot do away with 
either the applicability of the purpose-clause exhibited in principle and 
summarily in prophetic fashion (comp. remark on ver. 25), nor with the 
divine judgment on final concrete self-frustrations of the counsel of salva- 
tion. And this the less, because such misinterpretations of the universal- 
istic axiom are opposed by the apostle’s doctrine of election as a sure cor- 
rective. There has been incorrectly discovered in such general expressions 
a want of consistency on the part of Paul, namely, ‘‘ undeveloped outlines of 
a liberal conception” (Georgii in the Theol. Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 25). 

Ver, 33. [See Note CXXYVI. p. 464.] The great and holy truth containing 
the whole divine procedure in preparing bliss (ver. 32),—with which Paul 
now arrives at the close of his entire development of doctrine in the epistle, 
—compels first an enraptured expression of praise to God from his deeply- 
moved heart, before he can commence the exhortations, which he then 
(chap. xii.) purposes to subjoin. —6& Péfoc] Oavudfovrds éatw 4 pjowc, ovK 
eidérog 79 wav, Chrysostom. — The depth is an expression of great fulness and 
superabundance, according to the very prevalent mode of expressing also in 
the classics greatness of riches by Ba6oc rAotrov.? By this sense we are here 
to abide, just because riAotrov, is added, and without deriving the ex- 
pression from the conception of subterranean treasure-chambers (van 
Hengel) ;* and we are not to find in it the sense of wnsearchableness 
(Philippi), which is not expressed even in 1 Cor. ii. 10, Judith viii. 14, and 
is not required by the following dc ave£. «.7.4., since this rather characterizes 
the Bd0o¢ codiac kat yvdcewe from the point of view of human knowledge, to 
which it must necessarily be unfathomable, but in a peculiar relation. In 
its reference to cogiac x. yvdcewc, namely, Pdboc is the depth of wisdom, 7.¢. the 
fulness of wisdom, which is acquainted with the nature and the connection 
of its objects not superficially, but exhaustively and fundamentally, and is 
therefore incomprehensible by human judgment.* — rAoirov] is either re- 
garded as opening the series of genitival definitions of adoc : O depth (1) 
of riches, and (2) of wisdom, and (3) of knowledge of God (so Origen, Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, Semler, Flatt, Tholuck, 
KGéllner, de Wette, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Hofmann, Man- 


1 Comp. Gerlach, d. letzten Dinge, p. 154 
ff. ; Schmid, in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1870, 
p. 183. 

2 Soph. Aj. 180, and Lobeck, im Joc. ; but 
comp. with Ellendt, I. p. 286, Ba@vs mAovTos 
(Ael. V. 7. iii. 18), Badd mAovrety (Tyrt. iii 
6), BaOvmAovtos, very rich (Aesch. Suppl. p. 
549, Orinag. 17), BabvrAovavos (Poll. iii. 109). 
Comp. Dorville, ad Charit. p. 232; Blomficld, 
Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 471. 


3 This idea might have been precluded 
by the fact that the expression Ba0o0s caxav 
(Bur. Hel. 310) and the like are used. 

4 See on Baéos and fabvs,as applying to 
mental depth (Plat. Theaet. p. 183 EH; Poly- 
bius, xxvii. 10. 3, vi, 24. 9, xxi. 5. 5), Dissen, 
ad Pind. Nem. iv.7,p. 896; Blomfield, ad 
Aesch. Sept. 578; Jacobs, ad Anthol. XI. p. 
252. Comp. Babidpwv, Pind. Nem. vil. 1; 
Plut. Sol. 14; BaOvBovdos, Aesch. Pers. 188. 
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gold, and others) ; or the two other genitives are subordinated to rdobrov 
(Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Wolf, Koppe, Reiche, van 
Hengel, and others), in which case, however, 40. xAobr. is not to be re- 
solved into deep riches, but is to be taken: O depth of riches in wisdom as 
well as in knowledge of God ; comp. Col. ii. 2; Rom. ii. 4. The decision 
between these two suppositions is given by what follows, of which 6 Bda6oc 
... Gcod is the theme. As vv. 38, 84 describe the cogia and yvéorc, and vv. 
35, 86 the rAobroc cov, the former view, which also primarily and most 
naturally presents itself, is to be preferred. cvroc, however, is usually 
understood of the divine riches of grace (comp. ii. 4, x. 12 ; Eph. i. 7, i. 7) ; 
see ver. 82. To this ver. 35 aptly corresponds ; and see x. 12. But since no 
genitival definition is appended, we must content ourselves simply with the 
sense of the word itself : how superabundantly rich is God | Phil. iv. 19. 
Comp. Riickert, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann. — Zogia and yvéore are cer- 
tainly to be distinguished (comp. on Col. ii. 3), but popularly, so that the 
former, the more general, is the wisdom of God (comp. xvi. 27 ; Eph. iii. 
10), ruling everything in the best way for the best end ; while the latter, 
the more special, is the knowledge pertaining to it ef all relations, and thus 
especially of the means which He therein employs, of the methods which 
He has therein to take. To the latter—the yvaécuc—are to be referred ai ddot 
avrov, t.e. His measures, modes of procedure, ai oixovouiats Chrysostom (comp. 
Heb. iii. 10, Acts xiii. 10, according to the Heb. 13, and also to classical 
usage) ; to the former—the cogia—belong ré xpiuata airov, t.e. decisions, re- 
solves formed, according to which His action proceeds (comp. Zeph. iii. 8 ; 
Wisd. xii. 12), as He, e.g., has decided, according to ver. 32, that all should 
be disobedient, in order that all might find mercy. On account of the 
deep cogia of God His xpiuara are unsearchable for men, etc. — avefepetvyroc, 
unsearchable, is found only in Heraclitus as quoted in Clement and Sym- 
machus, Prov. xxv. 3, Jer. xvii. 9, Suidas ; daveévyviacroc, untraceable (Eph. 
iii. 8), ob und” Lyvoc éorty ebpeiv (Suidas), corresponds to the metaphorical ddoé. 
Comp. Job v. 9, ix. 10, xxxiv. 24; Manass. 6 ; Clement, ad Cor. i. 20. 
Ver. 34. Paul, by way of confirming his entire exclamation in ver. 33 
(not merely the second half), continuing by ydép, adopts the words of Isa. 
xl. 13 (almost quite exactly after the LXX.) as his own. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 
16 ; Judith viii. 138, 14 ; Wisd, ix. 17 ; Ecclus. xviii. 2 ff.—The first half 
has been referred to yvéoc, the second to the cogia (Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Wetstein, Fritzsche), and rightly so. Paul goes back with his three ques- 
tions upon the yreoi, to which the voic, the divine reason as the organ of 
absolute knowledge and truth, corresponds ;* upon the cogia, which has no 
cbuBovroc ; and (ver. 35) upon the rAovroc, from which results the negation 
of ric rpoédwxev x.t.A. Philippi is opposed to this view, but can at the same 
time (similarly van Hengel and Hofmann) only bring out in a very far- 
fetched and indirect manner the result, that ver. 35 also sets forth the divine 
wisdom and knowledge (so far, namely, as the latter is not bound from 
without). — ric ob. abrod éyév.] Who has become his adviser, His counsel- 


1 Comp. Kluge in the Jahrd. f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 824 ff. 
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giving helper? ‘‘ Scriptura ubique subsistit in eo, quod Dominus voluit ct 
dixit et fecit ; rationes rerum universalium singulariumyve non pandit ; de 
iis, quae nostram superant infantiam, ad aeternitatem remittit fideles, 1 Cor. 
all. 9 ss.,” Bengel. For parallels in Greek writers, see Spiess, Logos Sper- 
ymat. p. 240. 

_ Ver. 35. Description of the Bdog xdotrov by words which are moulded 
after Job xli. 3, according to the Hebrew, not according to the LXX. (xli. 
11), whose translation is quite erroneous.1— kai dvrarod. abr@] and will it 
be recompensed again to Him? With whom does the case occur, that he has 
previously made a gift to God, and that a recompense will be made to him 
in return for it ? Change of construction by cat . . . abr, here occasioned 
by the Heb. pbwvixy. But for the Greek usage, comp. Bernhardy, p. 304 ; 
Kiihner, IL. 2, p. 936. 

Ver. 36 does not apply to all the three foregoing questions (Hofmann), 
but simply the dast of them is established by the connective or (for truly) as 
regards its negative contents : ‘‘ No one has beforehand given to God,” 
etc.—All things are from God (primal cause), in so far as all things have 
proceeded from God’s creative power ; through God (ground of mediate 
agency), in so far as nothing exists without God’s continuous operation ; for 
God (final cause), in so far as all things serve the ends of God (not merely : 
the honour of God, as many think). Comp. 1 Cor. vill. 6; Col. i. 16; 
Heb. ii. 10. These passages speak quite against the opinion, that in the 
present passage the relation of Hather, Son, and Spirit (Olshausen, Philippi, 
Thomasius, Jatho, Krummacher, following Ambrosiaster, Hilary, Toletus, 
Estius, Calovius, and others) is expressed—a view which is also quite remote 
from the connection.?. The context speaks simply of God (the Father), to 
whom no one can have given anything beforehand, etc., because He, as 
Bengel aptly expresses it, is Origo et Cursus et Terminus rerum omnium. 
This may be recognized by the exegesis that has the deepest faith in Script- 
ure without any rationalistic idiosyncrasy, as the example of Bengel him- 
self shows. With reason neither Chrysostom, nor Oecumenius, nor Theo- 
phylact,* neither Erasmus, nor Melanchthon, nor Calvin, nor Beza have 
expressed any reference to the Trinity in their explanations ; but Augus- 
tine has this reference, against which also Tholuck, Hofmann, and Gess (0. 


1In the LXX. Isa. xl. 14, Cod. A, as also 
&, has our words, but certainly through in- 
terpolation from the present passage. Ac- 
cording to Ewald, Paul probably found 
them in his copy of the LXX. just after Isa. 
xl. 18. 

2 With the same warrant, or, in other 
words, with the same arbitrariness, the 
Trinity might be found, with Origen, in ver. 
83; and in particular, wAovrov might be re- 
ferred to the Father, codias to the Son 
(Luke xi. 49), and yvécews to the Holy Spirit 
(i Cor. ii. 10, 11); in consistency with 
which, moreover, the 8490s, belonging to 
all three elements, might have been ex- 
plained of the mystery of the Trinitarian 


relation. This observation is not meant 
to sound like ‘* Gnostic mockery” (Philippi) ; 
such is far from my intention. That the 
doctrine of the Trinity (that of the New 


Testament, namely, which is Subordination) 


was vividly before the consciousness of the 
apostle, no unprejudiced person denies ; 
but here he has neither stated not hinted ué 
jt, as the third element cis av’rév shows suf- 
ficiently in and by itself, for all things can 
have their ¢edic reference to none other than 
to the Father or (Col. i. 16) to the Son. 

8 Theodoret argues from the first two 
statements the equality of the Father and 
the Son; he says nothing concerning the 
Spirit. 
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d. Pers. Chr. p. 158) have been sufficiently unbiassed to declare themselves. 
— d¢ abrot] God is mediate cause of all things by His upholding and ruling. 
Comp. Heb. ii. 20. To refer, with others, this statement to creation (Theo- 
phylact : 6 rouwrj¢ xdvrwv ; comp. Oecumenius, Riickert, Fritzsche), would 
fail to bring out at least any popular distinction from é¢ aivov, and—which 
is decisive against such reference—that would be affirmed of the Father 
which pertains to the Son (Col. i. 16; 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; John i. 2), Theo- 
doret rightly remarks : aitdc ru yeyovéra diaredet xvBepvov.—ei¢ avrdy] All 
things serve Him (comp. Heb. ii. 10) as theirultimate end. This is explained 
by Oecumenius, Theophylact, and Fritzsche of the upholding (cvvéxovras ére- 
otpaypéva rpd¢ aitév). On the whole, comp. what Marcus Antoninus, iv. 23, 
says of oboe : éx cov mévra, év ool ravra, ei¢ ot rdvta, and Gataker in loc, — 7 
défa] sc. ein; as at xvi. 27: the befitting glory. Gal. i. 5; Eph. iii, 21. 


Notes py AMERICAN EprTor. 


CXIV. Ver. 1. Aéyw odv, uy Gxdoaro k.T.A. 
Y » 7] 


Having presented in ch. ix. the fact that the promise and covenant of God were 
consistent with a lapse and rejection of the Jews and, also, with making all de- 
pendent on faith, and in ch. ix. 30-x. 21 the cause of the lapse and its inex- 
cusableness, the Apostle now raises the question whether the rejection thus 
occasioned involved in itself an entire casting oif of the chosen people. Did 
the nation stumble to the end that it should utterly fall? This thought he re- 
pudiates as abhorrent to his holy feeling, and especially to his Jewish national 
sentiment. How can God reject forever His people whom Heforeknew? Can 
the rpoéyvw fail to be realized in the dofdferv, in any and every part of God’s 
spiritual plan, from the beginning with Abraham to the final consummation ? 
(Compare viii. 29.) This cannot be. The losses and failures must be partial and 
temporary, but the end will show the depth of the riches both of wisdom and 
knowledge. 

Tov Aadv airod refers to the nation, not to individuals, and thus accords with 
the preceding chapters, as well as with all that follows, as showing that the na- 
tional reference is the primary, if not the exclusive one throughout the entire 
section. “Ov xpoéyvw is not a limitation of Aad», which would, as Meyer says, 
make the Apostle disarrange completely the point in question. The careful 
observation of the progress of thought makes it evident that what the Apostle 
means to declare is, that though, as in the time of Elijah, there has been a 
great falling away and the remnant only holds fast, yet God does not forget 
His promise. His gifts and calling are without repentance. The nation is 
beloved for the fathers’ sake. 


CXY. Ver. 2. # ob« gidate x.t.A. 


The particle 7 here, asin other similar instances (cf. vi. 3, vii. 1), introduces 
a confirmatory proof of what precedes by presenting the only alternative in the 
case ; and ove otdare indicates that this cannot be thought of as true. The facts 
of the Israelitish history in the time of Elijah were too familiar to the readers 
to whom the writer especially refers for him to suppose, for a moment, that 
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they were notin their minds. But, if they were thus in mind, they must make 
the great fact evident that God keeps His hold upon the nation as His own, 
however many of its individual mombers may turn away from His service and 
Himself. The selected few receive the blessing, and pass it on to a better age. 
It is not, however, the salvation of the individuals making up this chosen few 
which constitutes the chief thought of the passage ; but, as Godet has well ex- 
pressed it, ‘‘the indestructible existence of a believing remnant at all periods 
of their history, even in the most disastrous crises of unbelief.’’ This secur- 
ing such a remnant involves the fact of an election of grace. As Weiss ed. 
Mey. remarks, we have in «ur éxAoyv ydpitoc yéyovev an added thought, not 
essential to the proof of ver. 2. It recalls what was said in ix. 11, and sug- 
gests with regard to the Aezuza what was true in the case of Jacob and Esau. 
The selection has been manifest through all the history. It has made the 
progress of the Divine plan of redemption an unbroken one in its course. But 
it has never in a single instance been due to works in any degree more than it 
was in the beginning. It is God’s favour that has made it, and so, as He has 
never forgotten His people, He never will utterly reject them. 


CXVI. Ver. 11. Aéyw ody, 7) Exraicav iva réowowv; 


The subject of érra:oav may be the Aorroi (ver. 8), or it may be the nation which, 
as a whole, stumbled in their being hardened. The general subject through- 
out the chapter and the avrév in the phrase TAjpoua aitéy point toward the 
latter view. ‘The same view is favored by vy. 25-28. On the other hand, the 
fact that of Aovrol is the nearest subject to which the word can refer in the con- 
text, and that the verb itself is plural, while érérvyev is singular in ver. 7, 
where the nation is mentioned by its collective name, suggest the other ex- 
planation. Though the particular idea of the sentence will be modified, in 
some degree, according as this point is determined, the main, thought of the 
passage will be substantially the same—namely, that this stumbling was not 
to the end of a final and remediless fall of the Jews, but to the end of securing 
salvation for the Gentiles, and of bringing, through what should be accomplished 
for them, a reacting influence upon the chosen nation itself, which should 
lead it also to salvation. Probably the nation is to be regarded as the subject 
of the verb. 

The view of some writers, following Augustine, that the meaning is, Did 
they stumble merely that they should fall? Was there not some further design ? 
must be rejected, with Meyer, because there is no “merely” in the text, and 
also because it loses sight of the emphatic contrast between réowovr, as denoting 
absolute final fall, and érra:cav, referring to a temporary lapse. 


OXVII. Ver. 12. 76 #rrnua adtév— 7d TAApapa avTov. 


That abrév in these phrases refers to the Jews as a nation, and not to the 
individuals among them, or the portion of the people who were hardened, seems 
to be proved by the words connected with it. The 4rrnua, as contrasted with the 
rAjpopa, is the loss or diminishing which is occasioned by, and involved ana 
the éxraicav, and the rapdéxrwua. [This is the fundamental idea, even if we | 
give to #rrqua, with Meyer, the sense of clades—as, not improbably, we should. ] 
The nation suffered a disaster or loss in this unbelief and rejection of the 
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Aorrol, and its numbers are made full (rAjowpa) when all believe (ver. 26). The 
same thing is indicated by ver. 15, and also by vv. 16 ff. This reference of avrav 
(cf. also rapalnAGoat avrodc, ver. 11, tiv odpxa pov, ver. 14, rdpworg and pépove 
T@ ’lopana yéyovev, ver. 25) favors strongly the view that the subject of éxzaicav, 
also, is the nation, and that the Apostle conceives of the nation as stumbling 
in the action of the unbelieving part of it. mA/pwya here, and probably in all 
cases in the N. T., means thal by which something is made full. 

The plan of God is stated in ver. 11 in relation to the first stages.of its de- 
velopment and influence ; in ver. 26 in respect to its consummation ; in vy. 
31, 32 in its grand sweep and its purpose of mercy for all. It is declared to be 
the Divine plan in vv. 11, 12, and the declaration is confirmed in vv. 13 ff. by 
setting forth the fact that, as the divinely commissioned apostle to the Gen- 
tiles, Paul was himself laboring in the line of this plan and for the accomplish- 
ment of it. 


CXVIIT. Ver. 13. duiv dé Aéyo toicg Efveciv. 


That dé is the correct reading here (rather than T. R. yap) is rendered prob- 
able, not only by the external evidence (see Meyer’s textual note at the begin- 
ning of the chapter), but also by the progress of the thought of the passage. 
yap was, not improbably, introduced because the sentence was supposed to state 
a reason for the prominence given to the Gentiles in the preceding verse. But 
the writer is making a transition (see Note CXVII.) from the statement of the 
Divine plan, to the statement of his own course of working in the line of that 
plan, and dé is thus the particle which is appropriate to the clause. The verse 
being introduced in this way, its general bearing on the previous verses will be 
the same, whether we read pév odv after é¢’ bo0v, or wév only. If, however, we 
read pév, Aéyw is probably to be translated say: And I say to you who are Gen- 
tiles, that inasmuch, etc., while if the reading wév odv is adopted, Aéyo may mean 
speak: But I speak to you who are Gentiles. Inasmuch, then, ete., I glorify, ete. 
The emphasis is evidently on juiv, and, in case we read with od, the attention 
of the readers is called to the fact that what is said (though referring to the 
Jews) is addressed to them as Gentiles ; and they are then, in an independent 
sentence, reminded that in all his labors for the Gentile nations he has the good 
of his own also in view. I glorify my office as an apostle of the Gentiles, he 
says, by so directing my efforts that, if by any means possible, I may provoke 
the Jews to emulation, 

“" OXIX. Ver. 15. Cw? x vexpav, 

In the attempt to determine what the Apostle has in mind in the use of these 
words, the following points may be noticed: (1) The form of expression in the 
verse indicates that Ci) é« vexpwv is something beyond karadAayy. (2) The same 
thing is indicated by ver. 12. (3) The chapter evidently carries forward the 
development of the plan of salvation until all nations, Gentiles and Jews 
alike, are saved, (4) The last thing in the progress of the plan is the bring- 
ing in of all the Jews. (5) The representation of the N. T. seems to be that, 
when the plan is accomplished, the end will come. (6) The view of the Apostle 
in the eighth chapter, vv. 11, 23, and in 1 Cor. xy. 23 ff., is that, at the end, 
the resurrection takes place, and that this is introductory to the consummation 
of blessedness for those who are saved. These indications of Paul’s thought 
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in these verses of the present chapter, and in the other passages alluded to, 
point very strongly, as it must be admitted, towards the view advocated by 
Meyer (that ¢w) refers to the Cw) aidviog in the aidv pédAwr, beginning, in its 
most blessed development, with the resurrection of the dead) as the right one. 
At the same time, the fact that ver. 12 does not necessarily, in the roAAé paArov 
clause, suggest anything more than a larger measure of what is referred to in 
the mAovroc of the previous clause, and that the writer is evidently highly rhe- 
torical in the whgle passage, makes it doubtful whether the considerations above 
mentioned can be insisted upon with as much confidence as they might be 
under other circumstances, 


CXX. Ver. 16. e d& 7 amapyy dyia, K.T.A. 


This verse is regarded by some writers as belonging with those which pre- 
cede it. Tisch. makes it close the paragraph which begins with ver. 11. 
Westcott and Hort make a half-paragraph begin with ver. 17, Meyer regards 
the dé as continuative, and gives the verse a special relation to mpécAnycc which 
precedes. The thought of the paragraph opening with ver. 11 seems, however, 
to be brought to its natural conclusion in ver. 15, while that of this verse has a 
closer connection with what follows, cf. vv. 24, 28,29. In preparation for what 
he is to say to the Gentiles (that they should not boast, etc.), and for his dec- 
Jaration that all Israel shall be saved, as well as for the purpose of arresting 
attention, he places the words of this verse, with emphasis, at the beginning of 
the new paragraph. The paragraphs of the chapter are as follows: Vv. 1-10, 
God has not cast off His people—a remnant is reserved and is kept in the en- 
joyment of the blessing, when the main part of the nation proves unfaithful. 
Vy. 11-15. The stumbling of the nation through this unfaithfulness is not, 
in the Divine plan, to the end of a complete and final fall, but in order that 
salvation may go out to the Gentiles, and may react in its power from them 
upon the Jews. — Vy. 16-24. The Gentiles should not glory over the Jews be- 
cause of this temporary stumbling, whereby the Jews have become secondary 
in asense to them (rejected, even, for their benefit), for, as the branches are 
holy when the root is holy, God can restore the Jews.—Vv. 25-32. This resto- 
ration will take place when the appointed time shall come ; and thus the en- 
tire plan will be manifest, as arranged with a merciful end in view for all, 
Jews and Gentiles alike. — Vv. 33-36. An exclamation of praise and wonder 
in the thought of this marvellous plan. 


OXXI. Ver. 17. évexevtpicOne év abroic. 


Meyer admits that év may, grammatically, be understood as equivalent to in 
loco (eorum). Weiss ed. Mey., on the other hand, claims that this is very doubt- 
ful. That it is impossible to give the preposition this sense can scarcely be 
affirmed, but it must be admitted that it is much more in accordance with 
general usage in such cases to assign to it the meaning among. The context, 
when rightly interpreted, favors the same view. Accordingly, avroic does not 
refer to tuvec, i.e. the broken-off branches in whose place the Gentiles were 
grafted, but to the «Addo. in general. The conception of the writer is of the 
Jewish nation as a tree, from whose life some branches have been cut off, but 
which remains a living tree because the root (and therefore all the branches, 
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whether few or many, which have a vital connection with the root) has true 
life. Into this living tree, and among its remaining natural and living branch- 
es, the wild branch is grafted, and thus draws life from the root. That the 
wild branch is inserted in the place of the cut-off branches is an incidental 
thought, rather than the main one of the passage. The main thought (comp. 
also the previous verses) is that, in connection with the cutting off, the inser- 
tion of the branches from the wild olive is accomplished ; that the union of 
the wild olive with the life of the good tree is made, thus, both possible and 
actual. The Gentiles, however, should not glory over the Jews (the natural 
branches of the tree), because fur their ingrafting the tree had lost some part 
of its outgrowth, since all the source of their life, which comes through the 
ingrafting, is derived from the tree’s root. The life-force and the blessing are 
received by the Gentile through the Jew, and not by the Jew through the Gen- 
tile. The spiritual plan moves from the Abrahamic covenant downward, and 
from the Israelitish nation outward. 


CXXII. Ver. 19. é&exAaoc@noav cAador iva k.7.A. 


The external evidence here is decisive in favour of kiddo: as the true reading, 
rather than ol xAddot. The indication of this fact is that the writer does not 
refer in this word to ray cAddwv of ver. 18, but that, on the contrary, in that 
verse he is speaking of the branches in general, while here those that were 
broken off are specially alluded to. Two reasons are presented in the two 
verses, and in those which immediately follow, for the bidding which is given 
to the Gentiles, not to boast against the Jews :—/first, because the Gentiles owed 
everything to their incorporation into the spiritual body of which the Jewish 
fathers were the beginning (ver. 18; see also note CXXI.); and secondly, 
because for both parties alike the continuance in the spiritual body and the 
final reception of the blessing were dependent wholly on faith (ver. 19 ff.). 
The second reason is, however, set forth in a more indirect manner than the 
first. The Apostle supposes that, on the presentation of the first reason, the 
Gentile replies, ‘‘ Even if I am thus dependent on the Jewish root, certain 
branches («Addor) were broken off that I might be grafted in, and I may glory on 
thisaccount.” To this the answer is immediately given, They were, indeed, thus 
broken off, but it was only because of their unbelief, and all alike must stand 
upon faith. If the Gentile fails in this, he will be cut off asthe Jew was. If 
the Jew returns to this, he will be again received as the Gentile has been re- 
ceived. It will be even a thing of less difficulty to restore the natural branches 
to their own tree, than it has been to ingraft into the tree the branches which 
were wholly foreign to it, and which belonged to an olive wild by nature. 

The paragraph commencing with ver, 16 and continuing as far as ver. 24, ac- 
cordingly, by its peculiar figure of the olive tree, into which the wild branch is 
grafted ; by the special words employed in the unfolding of the figure, (e.g. the 
root, the fatness passing from the root to the branches, the cutting off and 
grafting into the tree which keeps throughout its entire vital force, the restora- 
tion of the severed branches) ; and, particularly, by the use of of KAddot, vv. 16, 
18, as contrasted with «Addo, ver. 19, tevec Tov KAddwr, ver. 17, confirms the 
view, which the other parts of the chapter, each of them in and for itself, es- 
tablish, that the writer is speaking of the Israelitish nation and its place in the 
spiritual plan, 
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CXXIIT. Ver, 24. réaw padarov — éveevtpioMfoovrat. 


Meyer objects to the explanation of réow wddAov which makes it designate 
greater easiness of a restoration of the natural branches than of an ingrafting of 
the wild shoots, (1) on the ground that experience testifies to the extreme diffi- 
culty of converting unbelieving Jews, and (2) because the power of God is 
correlative not of that which is easy, but of that which is difficult. But, as 
Weiss ed. Mey. urges in reply, the Apostle’s words do not refer to the conyer- 
sion of unbelieving Jews, but the reingrafting of those who have become 
believing, and the argument is presented from the standpoint of human judg- 
ment—if the one thing is less difficult than the other, we may readily believe 
thatit will be done. Paul is merely setting before the man who boasts against 
the Jew, on the ground that the latter has been cast off, a consideration which 
might appeal forcibly to his mind,—the greater easiness, etc. Meyer’s view of 
the verse involves giving to ydp the explicative sense namely, which is improb- 
able (according to N, T. usage) where the ordinary meaning for will satisfy the 
conditions of the sentence ; and, in addition to this, it makes ver, 24 a mere 
unfolding of the certainty of évxevtpiofjoovra: of the 23d verse, which certainty 
is again declared as the revelation of a pvorjp.ov in ver, 25. By this threefold 
repetition of the idea of certainty, with little or no advance in the thought re- 
specting it, the force and emphasis of the final presentation of it in ver. 25 is 
diminished, The ordinary view (which is also favoured by Weiss) is therefore 
to be adopted with reference both to réo uaAAov, and to the relation of ver. 
24as a reason justifying dvvartoc k.T.A. 


CXXIV. Ver. 25, 26. mapwore ard pépovc—owNjoerat. 


The Apostle here states—as a proof (yap) of éyxevtpiofjcovrat of ver. 23—the 
pvotnpiov which had been given to him to make known. This pvorjpiov in- 
volves the entire plan of God with reference to Jews and Gentiles, which 
has been spoken of throughout the chapter, with its final and glorious consum- 
mation. Hardening has partially befallen Israel until the fulness of the Gen- 
tiles shall have entered in, and then all Israel isto be saved. The fulness of the 
Gentiles and all Israel are expressions which show, at the end of the entire doc- 
trinal discussion, what has been manifested at its beginning and in its progress 
—that the universalism of the Apostle is that which includes all nations ; that 
mavrec means Gentiles as well as Jews, as contrasted with one of the two parties 
only. 

mAppowa—meaning that by which the évy are made full—must, it would 
seem, have reference to the idea of number, and this numerical idea is not lim- 
ited by any word except é9vév. IIdc, in like manner, is limited only by ’Iopaza. 
In the phrases themselves, accordingly, we have universality with respect both 
to the Jews and to the Gentiles. Does the Apostle declare, then, in these 
verses, that every individual Gentile and Jew will, at the time indicated, be in- 
cluded inthe church of God? This view, which Meyer holds, is certainly 
favored by the phraseology which is employed in the statement of the 
pvornpiov. A degree of doubt, however, is occasioned by the fact that, in the 
previous part of the chapter, the writer has reference to nations as a whole, 
and not to individuals. Still, it must be borne in mind that the expressions 
have a universal character which goes beyond any other words of the chapter, 
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and hence the burden of proof falls upon one who would deny to them absolute 
universality of meaning. The reference is to the last times, evidently, and no 
affirmation is made as to the salvation of all men of allages. This subject 
does not even come before the writer’s mind in this passage. He is speaking 
of a different matter, which had a vital and important bearing on his argu- 
ment for his doctrine of justification, and which concentrated all his present 
interest on itself. The doctrine of universal salvation, as now understood, 
like the doctrine of the election or reprobation of individuals, is not directly 
alluded to in this section of the Epistle (chaps. ix.-xi.). If discovered at all, 
they are discovered by inference from what is said on another universalism 
and another election and rejection. It need scarcely be said, that there is 
nothing in these chapters which disproves the doctrine of individual election, 
or which proves the actual restoration or salvation of all. But the teaching of 
Paul with reference to both of these subjects is to be sought for in other parts 
of his writings where he expresses himself more directly respecting them, and 
in his whole theological system as discovered by an examination of all his 
epistles. 


OXXV. Ver. 28. cata piv 7d ebayyédiov x.T.A. 


The subject of eiciv, to be supplied in this verse, is regarded by Meyer and 
many others as the unbelieving Israelites, the lapsed portion of the people. 
More probably, as in .ver. 11, it is the entire people who stumble and have a 
hardening a76 uévovg in the lapse of the great majority. The nation, in its re- 
lation to the gospel, is in the éy@pd¢ condition, so far as the rejection referred 
to in the previous verses and paragraphs is concerned ; but, in relation to the 
election of the nation made by God and recognized in His covenant, it is be- 
loved. If éxAoyy is to be explained, with Meyer and Ewald, as meaning the 
elect remnant (cf. ver. 7)—which view Weiss ed. Mey. rejects—the expla- 
nation of the entire verse will be, that the nation is éy9péc¢ so far as related to 
the Aouroi (ver. 8), but ayarntéc as related to the 7eiuua (ver. 5.). éxOpot is, 
doubtless, to be explained as having a passive sense, and is connected, in its 
idea, with the various words suggesting the thought of casting off, ete. Ver. 
29 adds a confirmation of the last clause of ver. 28, which is founded upon the 
unchangeable purpose of God. He will not be unfaithful to His covenant and 
promises. The seeming rejection of His chosen people will be only for a time, 
and for a merciful end, vy. 30-32. 


CXXVI. Ver. 33-36. 


This exclamation of praise to God evidently has reference to and arises out 
of the thoughts of this chapter primarily. As this chapter, however, is only 
the closing part of the section ix.-xi., it reviews, as it were, all that has been 
said from ix. 1. onward. It must be explained, accordingly, as praise to God 
for His wonderful plan of mercy for all, even in the shutting up of all under 
sin (vv. 30-32). In this darkest part of His administration of the world His 
love and goodness manifest themselves. The words of the passage are chosen 
as referring to the plan. ogia is, thus, the wisdom which forms the plan, 
kpluata are the judgments or decisions which the wisdom makes in its forma- 
tion, avefepavvnra describes the xp/wara, and consequently the wisdom, as un- 
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searchable to human powers. yvdovc, on the other hand, is the knowledge 
which knows the ways (édo/) of carrying out the plan decided upon, which, in 
their turn, are beyond the ability of man to trace from the beginning to the 
end. Ver. 34 is probably a passage quoted from the O. T. as expressing the 
two thoughts corresponding with cogia and yvoo.c, and confirming avetepatvynra 
and aveicyviaoro (34a answering to cog. and avetep., and 34b to yy. and dvegiyy.). 
TlAovrov is, thus, to be taken as connected with both codiag and yvdcews: O 
the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge. Ver. 35, contain- 
ing the third part of the O. T. quotation, carries back the thought, at the end, 
to the rAotrov. Who has been able to give to Him, the possessor of this wealth 
of wisdom and knowledge, so as to claim in return a recompense for his gift? 
This seems to be the simplest and most natural explanation of the verses and 
words. It must be admitted, however, that Meyer’s view (held also by many 
others), which makes zAovrov an independent word parallel with oog. and y»., 
may be correct. 
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CHAPTER XII. 


Ver. 2. Instead of the imperatives, which Tisch. also defends, Lachm. has, 
what Griesb. already approved : ovcynuarivecbar and perayopdovoGa:, according 
to A B**D FG, min. Theoph. The preponderating evidence of the codd. is 
in favour of the infinitives, while that of the vss.'(Vulg. It. Syr. etc.) and Fathers 
is in favour of the imperatives. But, since the frequent practical use of the pre- 
cept in the direct paraenetic form of expression at any rate suggested—espe- 
cially considering the closely similar pronunciation of the infinitives and imper- 
atives—the writing of the latter rather than the former, the infinitive reading 
is to be preferred, which Nalso supports by reading petrauopdovcba, although it 
has ovoynuartivecbe. — suov] is wanting in A B D* FG, 47, 67*, Copt. Clem. Cypr. . 
Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. The preponderance of evidence, as well as the 
circumstance that dudv very readily suggested itself to mechanical copyists for 
repetition from ver. 1, justifies the omission. — Ver. 5. Lachm. and Tisch. 8 : 76, 
according to ABD* F GP 8, 47*, Antioch. Damase. Rightly ; 70 dé xaf’ eic, not 
being understood, was exchanged with 6 d? xa@’ eic, as the antithesis of oi roAAoi. 
— Ver. 11. r@ xaipH] So Griesb., after Erasm. 2, Steph. 3, Mill, and others. But 
Erasm. 1, Beza, Elz., Matth., Lachm., Scholz, Tisch., and Rinck have r@ kupio. 
The former is found in D* FG, 5, and Latin Fathers; the latter im A B D** 
ELPS, and most min, vss. and Greek Fathers. See the accurate examination 
of the evidence in Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 70 ff., who decides for xvpiw, and in 
Tisch. 8. Kvpi@ is certainly the oldest and most diffused reading. Neverthe- 
less, if it were original, we cannot well see why «aip@ should have been substi- 
tuted for it ; for dova. 7 xupiw is a very usual Pauline thought (Acts xx. 19 ; 
Eph. vi. 7; Rom. xiv. 18, xvi. 18 ; Col. iii. 24, e¢ al.), and would suit our passage 
very well. It would be far easier to take exception to xacpo than to xvpiw (as 
in xiii. 11, instead of xacpdv, the reading xvp.ov is already found in Clement), 
especially as the principle itself, r6 xa:pd dovAetverr, might readily seem some- 
what offensive toa prejudiced moral feeling. Hardly can xvpiw, considering its 
great diffusion, be a mere copyist’s error (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 
13. ypeiaic] D* F G, Clar. Boern. codd. Lat., in Rufinus and some Latin 
Fathers : pveiaig (defended by Mill). Its origin is due to the reverence for 
martyrs: ‘“lectio liturgica pro tempore ficta,” Matth.— Ver. 17. évémov] 
A** has évariov tod Oot, cat évémiov, F G, Arm. Goth. Vulg. and several! 
Fathers : 0d udvov évériov Tr, Geod, GAAa ead Evérriov. Ascetic amplification, after 
Prov, iii. 4; 2 Cor. viii. 21.— Instead of révrw» Lachm. has rév, according 
to A** D* FG, min. It. Harl. Guelph. Tol. Tert. Lucif. Probably, however, 
this was connected with that amplification. — Ver, 20. édv ojv] ABP &, min. 
Copt. Arm. Vulg. Clar. Bas, Dam.: aAAd édy (so Lachm. and Tisch. 8), D* 
F G, min. Goth. : é4y, which is to be preferred, with Griesb. ; the other 
readings aim at furnishing a connection. 
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THE SECOND, OR PRACTICAL PART OF THE EPISTLE. * 


Ver. 1 f. General exhortation to sanctification. [See Note CXXVII. p. 482.] 
— ov] drawing an inference, not from the whole dogmatic part of the 
epistle, beginning with i. 16 (Calvin, Bengel, and many others, including 
Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, Philippi, Hofmann),—as also in Eph. iv. 1 and 
1 Thess. iv. 1, the od» which introduces the practical portion is not to be 
taken so vaguely,—but from xi. 35, 36, where the riches of God were de- 
scribed as, and shown to be, imparted apart from merit. This connection 
is, on account of ‘dud rav oixrepu. T. Ocov, more readily suggested and simpler 
than that with ver. 32 (Riickert, Fritzsche, and several others). — da rép olir. 
Tt. Ocoi | by means of the compassion of God, reminding you of it. Just so ocd 
in xv. 30, 1 Cor. i. 10, 2 Cor. x. 1. The exhortation, pointing to the com- 
passion of God, contains the motive of thankfulness for compliance with it. 
‘Qui misericordia Dei recte movetur, in omnem Dei voluntatem ingreditur,” 
Bengel. — On oi«ripuoi, see Tittmann, Synon. p. 68 ff. On the singular, 
comp. Pind. Pyth. i. 85 ; Eccles. v. 6; Bar. ii. 27; 1 Macc. iii. 44. The 
plural conforms, indeed, to 0°31, but is conceived according to the Greek 
plural usage of abstract nouns (see Kiihner, II. 1, p. 15 f. ; Maetzner, ad 
Lyeurg. p. 144 f.) : the compassions, z.e. the stirrings and manifestations of 
compassion. — rapaarjoac| selected as the set expression for the presenting of 
sacrificial animals at the altar ; Xen, Anab. vi. 1. 22 ; Lucian, de sacrif. 13 ; 
and see Wetstein and Loesner, p. 262. Paul is glancing at the thank-offer- 
ing (dia 7. oiktipy. Tt. ©.), and raises the notion of sacrifice to the highest 
moral idea of self-surrender to God ; comp. Umbreit, p. 343 ff. — ra céuara 
dav] not, on account of the figure of sacrifice, instead of tua abrot¢ (So 
usually ; still also Philippi), as if céya might denote the entire person, con- 
sisting of body and soul (but comp. on vi. 12). Onthe contrary, the apostle 
means quite strictly : your bodies, reserving the sanctification of the voi¢ for 
ver. 2, so that the two verses together contain the sanctification of the whole 
man distributed into its parts,—that of the outer man (set forth as the offer- 
ing of a sacrifice), and that of the inner (as a renewing transformation). 
Fritzsche also takes the correct view ;? comp. Hofmann. Other peculiar 
references of r. cu. ou. (Kéllner : ‘‘ the sensuous nature of man, which 
draws him to sin ;” Olshausen : ‘‘in order to extend the idea of Christian 
sanctification down even to the lowest potency of human nature”) are not 


1 See Pet. Abr. Borger, Dissertatiode parte could not be sacrificed to God without the 
epistolae ad Rom. paraenetica, Lugd. Bat. soul, is just in itself, but does not exclude 
1840.—The subdivision of what follows into the supposition that Paul might formally 
HOuxé (chap. xii.), woAurexdé (chap. xili.), and separate the bodily self-sacrifice and the 
iepariuxé (chap. xiv. f.) is, considering the spiritual renewal. He passes from the or- 
miscellaneous character of the contents, ganism of the bodily life, in which the inner 
an untenable formal scheme (in opposition is made manifest, over to the latter ; comp. 
to Melanchthon, Beza, and others). Paul 1 Cor. vii. 34. In passages also of the Greek 
proceeds from the general to the partic- writers, in which céue is apparently used 
ular, and vice versd. for the personal pronoun (as Eur. Alc. 647 ; 

2 The ordinary objection brought against see Brunck in loc.), cpa is simply body. 
this view in its literal fidelity, that the body | Comp. also Soph. 0. C. 355, et al. 
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indicated by the text. The following r. Aoyux. Aarp. is not opposed to our 
view ; for, in truth, bodily self-sacrifice is also an ethical act, 1 Cor. vi. 20. 
Comp. on the subject-matter, vi. 13, 19. —6@voiav Cacav] as a sacrifice which 
lives. For the moral self-offering of the body is the antitypical rAfpworc of 
the ritual sacrificial-service, in which the sacrifice dies ; whereas that ethical 
sacrifice is no doubt also connected with dying, as to sin namely, in the 
sense of vi. 2, vii. 4 ff., Col. ii. 20, iii. 5, Gal. ii. 19, but it is precisely out 
of this death that the being alive here meant proceeds, which has van- 
quished death (Gal. ii. 20, e¢ a/.). Such a sacrifice is also, in the eminent 
sense of antitypical fulfilment, dyia (as pure and belomging to God in an 
ethical relation) and evapecroc tw Ge@ (comp. Eph. v. 2). That r. Ge@ is not, 
with Estius, Bengel, and Koppe, to be connected with rapaor., is shown by 
its very position, as well as by the superfluous character of a r. Oe¢ with 
rapaot.— Passages from Porphyry, Hierocles, Philo, Josephus, and the 
Rabbins, in which likewise moral devotion to God is set forth as self-sacri- 
fice, see in Wetstein and Koppe. On the asyndeton, as strengthening the 
force of the predicative notion, in dy., edap. r. 8., comp. Nigelsbach, z. Ilias, 
p. 50, ed. 8. — tiv Aoy. Aatp. bu.] accusative of eperegesis,—an appositional 
definition, and that, indeed, not to the mere @voiay (to the notion of which 
the wider notion of Aarpeiay does not correspond), but to the whole zapacr7- 
cat «.T.4., containing, respecting this whole act of presenting offering, the 
judgment, what it ought to be; see Winer, p. 496 [E. T. 533] ; Kiihner, IL. 
1, p. 243 f. Luther aptly remarks : ‘‘ the which zs your reasonable service.’ 
Aarpeia] service of worship, as in John xvi. 2. See on that passage. Comp. 
ix. 4. Aoyxdc, rational (1 Pet. ii. 2 ; Plato, Locr. p. 99 E, 102 E ; Polyb. 
xxv. 9. 2), is not in contrast to Céa ddoya (Theodoret, Grotius, Koppe, and 
many others), which at most would only be to be assumed if Aatpeia were 
equivalent to @voia, but generally to the ceremonial character of the Jewish 
and heathen worship,—designating the Aarpeia here meant as @ spiritual ser- 
vice, fulfilling itself in moral rational activity,—of which nature the opus 
operatum of the Jewish and heathen cultus was not. The Test. XII. Patr. 
p. 547 calls the sacrifice, of the angels Aoy:x)v x. avaiuaxtoy rpocdopav. On the 
idea, comp. John iv. 24; Rom. i. 9; Phil. iii. 3; 1 Pet. ii. 5 ; Athenag. 
Leg. 18. Melanchthon : ‘ Cultws mentis, in quo mens fide aut coram in- 
tuetur Deum, et vere sentit timorem et laetitiam in Deo.” The opposite is 
the character of mechanical action, the ddoyoc tpy3) Kat éurrecpia (Plat. Gorg. 
p. 501 A). 

Ver. 2. Infinitives (see the critical notes) : cvoynuaritecbat, to become like- 
shaped, and perapyoppovoba, to become transformed. The two verbs stand in 
contrast only through the prepositions, without any difference of sense in the 
stem-words, [See Note CXXVIII. p. 483.] Comp. the interchange of 
Lopon and oyjua in Phil. ii. 7, also the Greek usage of oynuaritew and popdoir, 
which denote any kind of conformation according to the context (Plut. Mor. 
p- 719 Bi: 76 peuoppopévor kai éoynuatiouévov, Eur. Iph. T. 292 : popoye oxf- 


‘Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 519; Nigelsbach, z. JJ. iii. 51; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 184 
[E. T. 153]. 
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pata). Here of moral conformation, without requiring us to distinguish 
Hopoy and oyjua as inner and outer (Bengel, Philippi), or as appearance to 
others and one’s own state in itself (Hofmann).1 On the interchange of the 
infinitive of the aorist (rapacrpoar) and present, comp. on vi. 12. — 76 aiévx 
Toit] to the present age, running on the Parousia, 141 pyiy (see on Matt. 
xii. 32), the character (ethical mould) of which is that of immorality (Eph. 
ii. 25; Gal. i. 4 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4, et al.).  cvoynuaritecba is also found in rheto- 
ricians with the dative (as also 1 Pet. i. 14), instead of with xpdé¢ or eic. — 
Th avaxawy. tr. vod¢| whereby the netayop¢. is to be effected : through the renewal 
of the thinking power (voc here, according to its practical side, the reason in 
its moral quality and activity ; see on vii. 23; Eph. iv. 23). It needs this 
renewal in order to become the sphere of operation for the divine truth of 
salvation, when it, under the ascendency of dyapria in the,odpé, has become 
darkened, weak, unfree, and transformed into the ddédxpog voig (i. 28), the 
vovg tHe capxéc (Col. ii. 18). Comp. on vii. 23. And this renewal, which 
the regenerate man also needs on account of the conflict of flesh and spirit 
which exists in him (viii. 4 ff. ; Gal. v. 16 ff.) through daily penitence (Col. 
iii. 10 ; 2 Cor. vii. 10; 1 Thess. v. 22, 28), is effected by means of the life- 
element of faith (Phil. iii. 9 ff.), transforming the inner man (Eph. iii. 16, 
17 ; 2 Cor. v. 17), under the influence of the Holy Spirit, Eph. iv. 23, 24 ; 
Tit. iii. 5. This influence restores the harmony in which the vov¢ ought to 
stand with the divine rvetua ; not, however, annulling the moral freedom 
of the believer, but, on the contrary, presupposing it ; hence the exhorta- 
tion: to be transformed (passive). As to the avd in avaxaw., see on Col. iii. 
10. —eic 7d doy.) belongs not merely to dvakaivworc T. vode tu. as its direction 
(Hofmann), but (comp. Phil. i. 10 and on Rom. i. 20) specifies the aim of 
the perapyopd. t. avak. tr. v. ivov. To the man who is not transformed by the 
renewal of his intellect this proving—which is no merely theoretical busi- 
ness of reflection, but is the critical practice of the whole inner life—forms 
no part of the activity of conscience. Comp. Eph. v. 10. The sense : to 
_ be able to prove (Riickert, Kéllner), is as arbitrarily introduced as in ii. 18. 
He who is transformed by that renewal not merely can do, but—which Paul 
has here in view as the immediate object of the petayopdovoba «.t.2.—actually 
does the doximafevv, and has thereby the foundation for a further moral de- 
velopment ; he does it by means of the judgment of his conscience, stirred 
and illuminated by the Spirit (2 Cor. i. 12). On 1d OéAnua Ocod, what is 
willed by God, comp. Matt. vi. 10 ; Eph. v. 17, vi. 6; Col. i. 9; 1 Thess. 
iv. 3. —rd ayafdv k. evap. x. TéA.] is, by the Peshito, the Vulgate, Chrysos- 
tom, and most of the older interpreters, also by Riickert and Reiche, united 
adjectivally with 7d 0é4. But as eidp. would thus be unsuitable to this, we 
must rather (with Erasmus, Castalio, and others, including Tholuck, Flatt, 
Kéllmer, de Wette, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann) 
approve the substantival rendering (as apposition to rd 6éA. r. Oeov) : that 
which is good and well-pleasing (to God) and perfect. The repetition of the 


1 According to the latter supposed dis- _ that ver. 1 contains how the Christian should 
tinction, Hofmann hits upon the arbitrary stand towards God, and ver. 2 how he should 
definition of the relation of ver. 1tover.2, present himself to those who surround him. , 
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article was the less necessary, as the three adjectives used substantively 
exhaust one notion (that of moral good), and that climactically.* 

Ver. 8. The exhortation now passes on to single duties, amongst which that 
of humility and modesty, generally (vv. 3-5), and in respect of the individ- 
ual yapiouara in particular (vv. 6-8), is the first—the first, too, compliance 
with which was indispensable to a prosperous life of the church. And Paul 
must have known how very necessary this same injunction was in the Ro- 
man community. [See Note CXXIX. p. 483.]—yap] for. The special re- 
quirement which he is now to make serves in fact by way of confirmation to 
the general exhortation of ver. 2. As to Aéyo in the sense of enjoining, see on 
ii, 22. — dua rie yap. tHe 608. wor] Paul does not command dé? éavrov, but by 
means of, 7.€. in virtue of the divine grace bestowed on him. It is thus that he 
characterizes—and how at once truly and humbly! (1 Cor. xv. 10)—/is 
apostleship. Comp. xv. 15 ; 1 Cor. iii. 10; Eph. i. 7, 8. This yapic was 
given to him (uo.), not in common with Christians generally (iviv. ver. 6). 
—nav7? . . . buiv] to every one in your community ; none among you is to be 
exempt from this exhortation ; not : to every one who thinks himself to be 
something among you (Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius). — 7 imepdpov. k.t.A. | 
not loftily-minded ought the Christian to be, going beyond the standard-rule of 
that disposition which is conformable to duty (rap’ 6 dei op.) 3 but his disposition 
should be such as to have wise discretion (1 Pet. iv. 7) for its aim (comp. Hom. 
Il. xxiii. 305 : ei¢ dya0a dpovéwv, Eur. Phoen. 1135 : eic wdynv opovev). Par- 
onomasia. Comp. Plat. Legg. x. p. 906 B: cwdpocbyn peta dpovficewc, Eur. 
Heracl. 388: tév dpovnudtov .. . tov ayav brepdpdvav ; and see Wetstein. 
— éxdotw oc] éxdorw depends on éuépice (comp. 1 Cor. iii. 5, vii. 17, and on 
Rom. xi. 31), not on Aéw (Estius, Kéllner)—which view makes the already 
said rayri? . . . tuiv to be once more repeated, and, on the other hand, de- 
prives éuépice of its essential definition. ‘Qc designates the scale according to 
which each one ought ¢povreiv eic rd cwdpoveiv, and this scale is different in 
persons differently furnished with gifts, so that for one the boundary, be- 
yond which his ¢poveiv ceases to be eic Td cwdpoveiv, is otherwise drawn than 
it is for another. The regulative standard, however, Paul expressly calls the 
measure of faith, which God has assigned. This is the subjective condition 
(the objective is the divine yépic) of that which every one can and ought 
to do in the Christian life of the church. According, namely, as faith in 
the case of individual Christians is more or less living, practical, energetic, 
efficacious in this or that direction,—whether contemplative, or manifest- 
ing itself in the outer life, in eloquence and action, etc.,—they have withal 
to measure their appointed position and task in the church. He, there- 
fore, who covets a higher or another standpoint and sphere of activity in 
the community, and is not contented with that which corresponds to the 
measure of faith bestowed on him, evinces a wilful self-exaltation, which is 
without measure and not of God—not that spirit wherein the Christian 
petptogpooivy consists, the ¢poveiv ei¢ Td owppoveiv, Exdotw O¢ K.7.2. The rioric 
is therefore to be taken throughout in no other sense than the ordinary 


1 Comp. Winer, p. 121 [E. T. 127 f.] ; Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 373 f. ; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 528. 


CHAP. XII., 4-8. AVL 


one : faith in Ohrist, of which the essence indeed is alike in all, but the in- 
dividually different degrees of strength (comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 2), and peculiari- 
ties of character in other respects (vv. 4 ff.), constitute for individuals the 
uétpov riorewc in quantitative and qualitative relation. Comp. Eph. iv. 7. 
This likewise holds in opposition to Hofmann, who with violence separates 
Hétp. riotewe from éuépice, and takes it as an accusative of apposition, like 
THY AoyiK. Aarpeiav iuov, ver. 1; holding ricrewe to be the genitive of quality, 
which distinguishes the measure within which the thinking of the Christian 
is confined, from that which the natural man sets up for himself. Comp., 
in opposition to this strange separation, 2 Cor. x. 18, and in opposition to 
this artificial explanation of the genitive, 2 Cor. x. 13 ; Eph. iv. 7, xiii. 16,1 

Vy. 4, 5 ff. Motive for compliance with the previous exhortation.—For the 
prevalence of the parallel between a human body and a corpus sociale (1 Cor. 
xii.) also among the ancients, see Grotius and Wetstein. — ra 6% uéAn révra 
K.7.2.| d.€. but the members, all of them, have different activity ; thus, e.g., the 
eyes another than the ears, the feet another than the mouth. Wrongly van 
Hengel takes the expression, as though ov révra were the reading, so that 
only some—namely, those we possess in pairs—would be meant, not all. — 
ol roAAoi] the many, z.e. the multiplicity of Christians taken together, in op- 
position to the unity of the body which they compose. Comp. v. 15. —év 
Xpict@| The common element in which the union consists ; owt of Christ we 
should not be év céua, but this we are in Him, in the fellowship of faith and 
life with Christ. He 7s the Head (Eph. i. 22, 23, iv. 15; Col. i. 18, ii. 19), 
—a relation which is understood of itself by the consciousness of faith, but 
is not denoted by év Xpcoré (as if this meant on Christ), as Koppe, Rosenmiil- 
ler, and older interpreters hold. — 7rd dé xa etc] but in what concerns the in- 
dividual relation. In good Greek it would be 7d 62 ka? éva (see on Mark xiv. 
19, and Bernhardy, p. 829; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 414) ; but «af etc, in which 
xaré has quite lost its regimen, is a very frequent solecism in the later Greek 
writers (Mark, J.c. ; John viii. 9 ; 8 Macc. v. 84).? Td xa? eic is groundlessly 
condemned by Fritzsche as ‘‘commentitia formula.” If xaf ei¢ and 6 xaf? 
slg Were in use (and this was the case), it follows that 70 caf ei¢ might be 
just as well said as 7d xa? éva (comp. 7d Ka éavrév and the like, Matthiae, 
§ 283 ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 272). See also Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 26 f. [E. T. 
30]. 

Vv. 6-8. In the possession, however, of different gifts. This éyovrec d& ya- 
plouara k.t.A. corresponds to ra dé uéAn rdvta ob thy abripy Eyer mpagiv, ver. 4.— 
As regards the construction, the view adopted by Reiche, de Wette, and 
Lachmann makes éyovrec a participial definition of éowev, ver. 5 ; according- 
ly, elre rpodnreiav and elite diaxoviay depend on éyorrec as a specifying appo- 
sition to yapiouara ; whilst the limiting definitions card tiv avad. tr. rior., év 
Th dvax., év Ty didack., év rH TapakA. x.7.A. are parallel to the kara tiv yaprv 608. 
quiv, and with eire 6 diddoxuv the discourse varies, without however becom- 


1 Plat. Theaet. p. 161 E: pérpw .. . THs 2 See Lucian Soloec. 9, and Graev. in loc. ; 
avrotd copias. Soph. H. 229: wérpov kaxdtnT0s. Thom. Mag. p. 483; Wetstein on Mark, é.c. ; 
Eur. Jon, 354: 78ns métpov. Pind. Isthm.i. Winer, p. 234 [E. T. 249]. 

87 : Kepdéwr mw, 
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ing directly hortatory. Comp. also Rtickert. But usually card rv avaa. t. 
mioT., év Th Olak. K.T.A., are regarded as elliptical hortatory sentences, whilst 
éyovrec is by some likewise attached to the foregoing (Theodoret, Erasmus, 
Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Tholuck, 
Reithmayr), and with others éyovrec begins a new sentence (so Olshausen, 
Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann, following 
Beza). The wswal construction is the only correct one (in which, most suit- 
ably to the progressive dé, a new sentence commences with éyovrec), because, 
under the mode followed by Reiche and de Wette, the alleged limitations 
év Th diak., év rH dcdack., and év TH wapaki. either express nothing, or must be 
taken arbitrarily in a variety of meaning different from that of the words 
with which they stand ; and because éy drAérqr, év oxovdg, and év iAapéryte, 
ver. 8, are obviously of a hortatory character, and therefore the previous ex- 
pressions with éy may not be taken otherwise. By way of jilling up the 
concise maxims thrown out elliptically, and only as it were in outline, it is 
sufficient after xara tHv dvadoy. Tt. rior. to supply : zpodyrebwpev, after év Ty 
diaxovia : Gpuev, after év tH didackadia: ~oTtw, the same after év TH mapaKAgoer 5 
and lastly, after the three following particulars, év az/éryrte x.7.2., the im- 
peratives of the corresponding verbs (ueradidérw «.7.A.). Comp. the similar 
mode of expression in 1 Pet. iv. 10, 11. — yapicuara] denotes the different 
peculiar aptitudes for the furtherance of Christian life in the church and of 
its external welfare, imparted by God’s grace through the principle of the 
Holy Spirit working in the Christian communion (hence zvevuarixd, 1 Cor. 
xii. 1). On their great variety, amidst the specific unity of their origin from 
the efficacy of this Spirit, see esp. 1 Cor. xii. 4 ff.—Paul here mentions by 
way of example (for more, see 1 Cor. xii.), in the first instance, four of such 
xapiowara, namely : (1) wpogyreta, the gift of theopneustic discourse, which 
presupposes aroxddAvyic, and the form of which, appearing in different ways 
(hence also in the plural in 1 Cor. xiii. 8 ; 1 Thess. v. 20), was not ecstatic, 
like the speaking with tongues, but was an activity of the voic enlightened 
and filled with the consecration of the Spirit’s power, disclosing hidden 
things, and profoundly seizing, chastening, elevating, carrying away men’s 
hearts, held in peculiar esteem by the apostle (1 Cor. xiv. 1). Comp. on 1 
- Cor. xii. 10. Further, (2) dvaxovia : the gift of administration of the external 
affairs of the church, particularly the care of the poor, the sick, and strangers ; 
comp. 1 Cor, xii. 28, where the functions of the diaconia are termed dav7iAg- 
pecc, Acts vi. 1 ff. ; Phil. i. 1; 1 Tim. iii, 8,12; 1 Pet. iv. 11 ; Rom. xvi. 1. 
The service of the diaconate in the church, which grew out of that of the 
seven men of Acts vi., is really of apostolic origin ; Clem. Oor. I. 42, 44 ; 
Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 859; Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 560 ff. (8) 
The diWackadia, the gift of instruction in the usual form of teaching directed 
to the understanding (é£ oixelac diavoiac, Chrysostom, ad 1 Cor. xii. 28), see 
on Acts xiii. 1; Eph. iv. 11; 1 Cor. xiv. 26. It was not yet limited to a 
particular office ; see Ritschl, p. 850 f. (4) rapdxAnoce, the gift of hortatory 
and encouraging address operating on the heart and will, the possessor of which 
probably connected his discourses, in the assemblies after the custom of the 
synagogue (see on Acts xiii, 15), with a portion of Scripture read before the 
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people. Comp. Acts iv. 36, xi, 23, 24; Justin, Apol. Lc. 67.—xara rv 
avan. tr. wiot.] Conformably to the proportion of their faith the prophets have 
to use their prophetic gift, ¢.e. (comp. ver. 3) [See Note CXXX. p. 484] : 
they are not to depart from the proportional measure which their faith has, 
neither wishing to exceed it nor falling short of it, but are to guide them- 
selves by it, and are therefore so to announce and interpret the received 
aroxadvyec, as the peculiar position in respect of faith bestowed on them, ac- 
cording to the strength, clearness, fervour, and other qualities of that faith, 
suggests—so that the character and mode of their speaking is conformed to 
the rules and limits, which are implied in the proportion of their individual 
degree of faith. In the contrary case they fall, in respect of contents and 
of form, into a mode of prophetic utterance, either excessive and over- 
strained, or on the other hand insufficient and defective (not corresponding 
to the level of their faith). The same revelation may in fact—according to 
the difference in the proportion of faith with which it, objectively given, 
subjectively connects itsel{—be very differently expressed and delivered. 
avaoyia, proportio, very current (also as a mathematical expression) in the 
classics (comp. esp. on xara t. dvadoy. Plato, Polit. p. 257 B, Locr. p. 95 B ; 
Dem. 262. 5), is here in substance not different from pérpov, ver. 3; comp. 
Plato, Tim. p. 69 B: avadoya kat Ebuperpa. Hofmann groundlessly denies 
this (in consequence of his incorrect view of yérpov miorewc, ver. 8), yet like- 
wise arrives at the sense, that prophetic utterance must keep equal pace with 
the life of faith. Paul might, in fact, have written cuupétpwc rH wicrer, and 
would have thereby substantially expressed the same thing as xara r. avai. 
tT. Tior. OY dvaddéywct. t. The old dogmatic interpretation * (still unknown, 
however, to the Greek Fathers, who rightly take r. riorewe subjectively, of 
the fides gua creditur) of the regula jidei (riotic in the objective sense, fides 
quae creditur), z.e. of the conformitas' doctrinae in seripturis (see esp. Calovi- 
us), departs arbitrarily from the thought contained in ver. 3, and from the 
immediate context (kara r. yap. t. dof. juiv), and cannot in itself be justified 
by linguistic usage (see on i. 5). It reappears, however, substantially in 
Flatt, Klee, Gléckler, Kélner, Philippi (‘‘to remain subject to the norma 
et regula fidei Christianae”), Umbreit, Bisping, although they do not, like 
many of the older commentators, take prophecy to refer to the explanation 
of Scripture. — év rq diaxovia] If it be the case that we have diaconia (as ya- 
pioua), let us be in our diaconia. The emphasis lies on év. He who has the 
gift of the diaconia should not desire to have a position in the life of the 
church outside of the sphere of service which is assigned to him by this en- 
dowment, but should be active within that sphere. That by dcaxovia is not in- 
tended any ecclesiastical office generally (Chrysostom, Luther, Reithmayr, 
Hofmann), is shown by the charismatic elements of the entire context. 
On elvac év, versari in, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 15; Plato, Prot. p. 317 C, Phaed. 
p. 59 A ; Demosth. 301. 6, e¢ at. ; Kriiger, ad Dion. Mist. p. 269, 70. — sire 
6 dddoxwv] Symmetricaliy, Paul should have continued with eire didackariav 


1 Comp. Luther’s gloss: ‘“ All prophecy, Christ as the only consolation, however 
which leads to work and not simply to valuable itis, isnevertheless not like faith.” 
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(sc. £yovrec), as A actually reads. Instead of this, however, he proceeds in 
such a way as now to introduce the different possessors of gifts in the third 
person, and therefore no longer dependent on the we implied in éyovrec. 
The change of conception and construction may accordingly be thus exhib- 
ited : ‘‘ While, however, we have different gifts, we should, be it prophecy 
that we have, make use of it according to the proportion of our faith,—be 
it diaconia that we have, labour within the diaconia,—tle it that it is the 
teacher, (he should) be active within the sphere of teaching, etc.” After 6 
diddoxwr, simply éori is to be supplied : if it, viz. one charismatically gifted, 
is the teacher. The apostle, in the urgent fulness of ideas which are yet to 
be only concisely expressed, has lost sight of the grammatical connection ; 
comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 331 [E. T. 386]. Hofmann’s expedient, that 
here eite. . . eire are subordinated to the preceding év rq diaxovia, and 6 
diddokoy and 6 rapaxadav are to be taken as a parenthetical apposition to the 
subject of the verb to be supplied (‘‘ be it that he, the teacher, handles teach- 
ing,” etc.), is an artificial scheme forced upon him by his incorrect view of 
dvaxovia, and at variance with the co-ordinated relation of the first two cases 
of cite. 

Ver. 8. ‘0 peradidode x.7.A.] [See Note CXXXI. p. 484.] The detailed 
exposition with cite ceases as the discourse flows onward more vehemently, 
but the series of those charismatically endowed is continued, yet in such a way 
that now there are no longer mentioned such as possess a ydpioua for a def- 
inite function in the church, but such as possess it generally for the activity 
of public usefulness in the social Christian life. Hence, because with év arAé- 
tyT. «.T.A, the continuance of the exhortations is indicated, we are to place 
before 6 veradwWove not a full stop, but a comma, or, better, a colon. The 
reference of these last three points to definite ministerial functions (such as 
that 6 peradid. is the diaconus who distributes the gifts of love ; 6 xpoicrdu. the 
president of the community, bishop or presbyter ; 6 éAe@v he who takes charge 
of the sick) is refuted, first, by the fact that the assumed references of yeradid. 
(according to Acts iv. 35, we should at least expect diadidotic) are quite inca- 
pable of proof, and indeed improbable in themselves ; secondly, by the con- 
sideration that such an analysis of the diaconal gift would be out of due 
place, after mention had been already made of the dvaxovia as a whole ; and 
thirdly, by the consideration that the position of the xpoiorduevoc, as the 
presbyter, between two diaconal functions, and almost at the end of the 
series, would be unsuitable. But if we should wish to explain rpoiordu. as 
guardian of the strangers (my first edition ; Borger), there is an utter want of 
proof both for this particular feature of the diaconia and for its designation by 
mpoiotau. (for the rpoordrne at Athens, the patron of the metoeci, was some- 
thing quite different ; Hermann, Staatsalterth. §115. 4).—6 peradidobc] he 
who imparts, who exercises the charisma of charitableness by imparting of 
his means to the poor. Eph. iv. 28; Luke iii./11. To understand the im- 
parting of spiritual good (Baumgarten-Crusius), or this along with the other 
(Hofmann), receives no support from the context, especially seeing that the 
spiritual imparting has already been previously disposed of in its distinctive 
forms. — év drdér.] in simplicity, therefore without any sclfishness, without 


CHAPS Xin, 9. | 475 


boasting, secondary designs, etc., but in plain sincerity of disposition. 
Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11, 18, and the classical collocations of dove cai 
aAnOhc, dr. kK. yevrvaiog K.t.A. On the subject-matter, comp.,Matt. vi. 2 ff, — 
6 rpoiotdwevoc] the president, he who exercises the yépiua of presiding over 
others as leader, of directing affairs and the like (comp. rpoioractu rév mpay- 
uatov, Herodian, vii. 10. 16), consequently one who through spiritual 
endowment is #yexovixde Kad apyuxde (Plato, Prot. p. 352 .B). This Napiopa 
mpooratixéy had to be possessed by the presbyter or éricxoroc for behoof of 
his work (comp. 1 Cor. xii. 28) ; but we are not to understand it as apply- 
ing to him exclusively, or to explain it specially of the office of presbyter, 
as Rothe and Philippi again do,’ in spite of the general nature of the con- 
text, while Hofmann likewise thinks that the presbyter is meant, not as 
respects his office, but as respects his activity. What is meant is the category 
of charismatic endowment, under which the work destined for the presby- 
ter falls to be included. —év orovdy] with zeal ; it is the earnest, strenuous 
attention to the fulfilment of duty, the opposite of davaAdrac. — 6 éhear] he 
who is merciful towards the suffering and unfortunate, to whom it is his 
‘xdpicua to administer comfort, counsel, help. —év iAapér.] with cheerful, 
JSriendly demeanour, 2 Cor. ix. 7, the opposite of a reluctant and sullen 
carriage.*— Observe, further, that év driér., év orovd7, and év iAapér. do not 
denote, like the preceding definitions with év, the sphere of service within 
which the activity is to exert itself, but the quality, with which those who 
are gifted are to do their work ; and all these three qualities characterize, 
in like manner, the nature of true cwdpoveiv, ver. 3. 

Vy. 9-21. Evrhortations for all without distinction, headed by love! 

Ver. 9. ‘“H ayarn dvuréxp.] sc. goto [See Note CXXXII. p. 485.] The sup- 
plying of the impérative (comp. ver. 7), which is rare in the classical 
writers (Bernhardy, p. 331; Kiihner, IJ. 1, p. 37), cannot occasion any 
scruple in this so briefly sketching hortatory address. dvumé«pitoc is not 
found in classical Greek, but it occurs in Wisd. v. 19, xviii. 16, 2 Cor. vi. 
6, 1 Tim. i. 5, 2 Tim. i. 5, Jas. iii. 12, 1 Pet. i. 22. Antoninus, viii. 5, has 
the adverb, like Clem. Cor. II. 12. — The absolute 7 ayar7 is always love 
towards others (see esp. 1 Cor. xiii.), of which ¢AadeAgia is the special form 
having reference to Christian fellowship, ver. 10. As love must be, so must 
be also faith, its root, 1 Tim. i. 5; 2 Tim. i. 5. —The following participles 
and adjectives may be taken either together as preparing for the evAoyeite tov¢ 
dio. in ver. 14, and as dependent on this (Lachm. ed. min.) ; or, as corre- 
sponding to the personal subject of 4 aydéry avurékp. (so Fritzsche), see on 2 
Cor. i..7 ; o7, finally, by the supplying of éoré as mere precepts, so that after 
dvuréxp. there should be placed a full stop, and another after dvdxovreg in ver. 
13. So usually ; also by Lachmann, ed. maj., and Tischendorf. The latter 
view alone, after 7 aydry avurdxp. has been supplemented by the imperative 
of the substantive verb, is the natural one, and correspondent in its concise 
mode of expression to the whole character stamped on the passage ; the 


1 §o also Jul. Miiller, Dogmat. Abh. p. 582. 
2 Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 7. 12: iAapat 8 avri ckvOpwrar. 
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two former modes of connection exhibit a formal interdependence on the 
part of elements that are heterogeneous in substance. — droarvyovvtec| abhor- 
ring. The strengthening significance of the compound, already noted by 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, has been ground- 
lessly denied by Fritzsche ; it is quite appropriate in passages like Herod. 
ii. 47, vi. 129; Soph. Oed. C. 186, 691 ; Eur. Jon. 488 ; Parthen. Hrot. 8. 
—1d rovypdy and r@ dyab} are to be taken generally of moral evil and good ; 
abhorrence of the one and adherence to the other form the fundamental 
moral character of unfeigned love. The evil and good which are found in 
the object of love (Hofmann) are included, but not specially meant. Comp. 1 
Cor. xiii. 6. 

Ver. 10. TH diAudeAd.] In respect of (in point of) brotherly love (love 
towards fellow-Christians, 1 Thess. iv. 9 ; Heb. xiii. 1 ;1 Pet. i. 22; 2 Pet. i. 
%). On its relation to ayér7, comp. generally Gal. vi. 10. — giAéaropyor] fond- 
ly affectionate ; an expression purposely chosen, because Christians are brothers 
and sisters, as the word is also in classical Greek the usual one for family af- 
Section. Comp. also Cicero, ad Att. xv. 17. — 7H tim] in the point of moral 
respect and high estimation. — rponyotuevor| not : excelling (Chrysostom, Morus, 
K6llner), nor yet: anticipating (Vulgate, Theophylact, Luther, Castalio, 
Wolf, Flatt), but, in correspondence with the signification of the word : 
going before, as guides, namely, with conduct that incites others to follow. 
Without the support of usage Erasmus, Grotius, Heumann, Koppe, and 
Hofmann take rpovyeiofa: as equivalent to jyeiobar imepéyovtac (Phil. ii. 3), 
se ipso potiores ducere alios, which would be denoted by jyeichas xpd éavrdv 
GAA. (Phil. ii. 3). In Greek it does not elsewhere occur with the accusative, 
but only with the dative (Xen. Oyr. ii. 1. 1; Arist. Plut. 1195 ; Polyb. 
xil. 5. 10) or genitive of the person (Xen. Hipp. 4. 5 ; Herodian, vi. 8. 6 ; 
Polyb. xii. 18. 11) ; with the accusative only, as in Xen. Anab. vi. 5, 10, 
mpony. 006”. 

Ver. 11. Ty orovdy] in respect of zeal, namely, for the interests of the Chris- 
tian life in whatever relation. —r6 rv. Céovrec] seething, boiling in spirit, the 
opposite of dxvypot rh orovdh ; hence rH mwvebu. is not to be understood of the 
Holy Spirit (Oecumenius and many others, including Holsten, Weiss), but 
of the human spirit. Comp. Acts xviii. 25. That this fervent excitement 
of the activity of thought, feeling, and will for Christian aims is stirred up 
by the Holy Spirit, is obvious of itself, but is not of itself expressed by 76 
mvetuatt. Zéw of the mental aestuare is also frequent in the classics.!— ro 
kap@ dova.| consigns—without, in view of the whole laying out of the dis- 
course as dependent on 7 aydrn avuréxp., ver. 9, requiring a connective dé 
(against van Hengel)—the fervour of spirit to the limits of Christian pru- 
dence, which, amidst its most lively activity, yet in conformity with true 
love, accommodates itself to the circumstances of the time,*? with moral discretion 


1 Plato, Rep. iv. p. 440 C, Phaedr. p. 251 B; model! 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff. ; Phil. iv. 12,13;1 
Soph. Qed. C. 485; Eur. Hee. 1055; and Cor. iv. 11 ff., viii. 18; Acts xx. 35, vit 3. 
Tflugk in doc. See also Jacobs, ad Anthol. xxi. 23 ff. To the SovAevew rd xe in the 
IX. p. 203; Dorville, ad Charit. p. 233. noble sense here meant, belongs also the 

* How much was Paul himself inthismat- haying as though one had not, etc., in 1 Cor 
ter, with all his fervour of spirit, ashining vii. 29 ff. ; ‘ : 


CHAP. XII., 12-16. AV? 
does not aim at placing itself in independence of them or oppose them with 
headlong stubbornness, but submits to them with a wise self-denial (1 Cor, 
xiii, 4-8). Comp. on the dovda. r@ kaip@ (tempori servire, Cicero, ad Div. ix. 
17, Tuscul. iii. 27. 66) and synonymous expressions (kaip@ Aatpeberr, Toi¢ Kaup. 
axoAovfeiv), Which are used in a good or bad sense according to the context, 
Wetstein and Fritzsche in loc. ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X. p. 261. On the 
thing itself, see Cic. ad Div. iv. 6: ‘‘ad novos casus temporum novorum 
consiliorum rationes accommodare.” [See Note CXXXIII. p. 485.] 

Ver. 12. In virtue of hope (of the future déga, v. 2) joyful. The dative de- 
notes the motive (Kiihner, II. i. p. 380).— 7 62. bop. | in the presence of tribu- 
lation holding out, remaining constant in it. On the dative, comp. Kithner, 
Zc. p. 385. Paul might have written ry OAibw bro. (1 Cor. xiii. 7 ; 2 Tim. 
ii. 19 ; Heb. x. 32, e¢ al., and according to the classical use); he writes, 
however, in the line of formal symmetry with the other expressions, the 
dative and then the absolute irouév. (Matt. x. 22 ; 2 Tim. ii. 12; Jas. v.11; 
1 Pet. ii. 20). —+r. rpocevyi zpook.] perseveringly applying to prayer, Col. iv. 
2; Acts i. 14. 

Ver. 13. Having fellowship in the necessities’ of the saints (comp. xv. 27), 
4.e. 80 conducting yourselves that the necessities of your fellow- Christians may be 
also your own, seeking therefore just so to satisfy them. Comp. on Phil. iv. 
14. The transitive sense: communicating (still held by Riickert and Fritzsche, 
following many of the older interpreters), finds nowhere, at least in the 
N. T., any confirmation (not evenin Gal. vi. 6). The ayo: are the Christians 
in general, not specially those of Jerusalem (Hofmann), who are indicated in 
xv. 25, but not here, by the context. —ryv gidok.] studying hospitality. 
Comp. Heb. xiii. 3 ; 1 Pet. iv. 9. A virtue highly important at that time, 
especially in the case of travelling, perhaps banished and persecuted, Chris- 
tian brethren. Comp. also 1 Tim. v. 10 ; Tit. i. 8. That those in need of 
shelter should not merely be received, but.also sought out, belongs, under 
certain circumstances, to the fulfilment of this duty, but is not expressed by 
didxovrec (as Origen and Bengel hold).? 

Ver. 14. Tove did. bu. | who persecute you (in any respect whatever). The 
saying of Christ, Matt. v. 44, was perhaps known to the apostle and here 
came to his recollection, without his having read however, as Reiche here 
again assumes (comp. on ii. 19), the Gospels. 

Ver. 15. Xaipecv] 2.€. yaipew tyuac dei, infinitive, as a briefly interjected ex- 
pression of the necessary behaviour desired. See on Phil. iii. 16. On the 
subject-matter, comp. Ecclus. vii. 34. Rightly Chrysostom brings into 
prominence the fact that kAciew x.7.A., yevvaiag opddpa deitar puxic, GoTe TO 
evdoxiwovvTe py udvov un POoveiv, GAAA Kai ovvgdecbac. 

Ver. 16. These participles are also to be understood imperatively by sup- 


1The reading pveias yields no sense, 
although Hofmann commends it and seeks 
to acquire for it, by a comparison of Gal. ii. 
10 and Phil. i. 4, the sense of renderings of 
assistance, which is a linguistic impossibility. 
Yet even Theodore of Mopsuestia wished to 
assign to this reading, which is found in 


some copies, the sense: dru Sikavoy vas 
MYNMOVEVELY TAVTOTE TOV Aylwr, 

2Comp. ix. 30; apernv dudxew, Plato, 
Theaet. p. 176 B; 7d ayadov Suwxeww and the 
like, Ecclus. xxvii. 8, e¢ al. ; adiuciav SuoKew, 
Plat. Rep. p. 545 B. 
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plying éoeofe (comp. on ver. 9), and not to be joined to ver. 15, nor yet to 
py ylvecbe dpdv. rap’ éavt. — Td abrd ele aAd. opovorvrec | characterizes the loving 
harmony, when each, in respect to his neighbour (eic, not év as in xv. 5), has 
one and the same thought and endeavour. Comp. generally xv. 5 ; Phil. ii. 
2, iv. 2; 2 Cor. xiii. 11. According to Fritzsche, 7d airé refers to what 
follows, so that modesty is meant as that towards which their mind should be 
mutually directed. But thus this clause of the discourse would not be inde- 
pendent, which is contrary to the analogy of the rest. — pz ra tna dpovorv- 
rec] not aiming at high things,—a warning against ambitious self-seeking. 
Comp. xi, 20; 1 Tim. vi. 7.—roic rarewvoic] is neuter (Fritzsche, Reiche, 
Kéllner, Gléckler, de Wette, Baumgarten Crusius, Borger, Reithmayr, 
Philippi, Maier, Bisping, following Beza and Calvin): being drawn onward 
by the lowly ; i.e. instead of following the impulse to high things, rather, 
yielding to that which is humble, to the claims and tasks which are pre- 
sented to you by the humbler relations of life, entering into this impulse 
towards the lower strata and spheres of life, which lays claim to you, and 
following it. The raved ought to have for the Christian a force of attrac- 
tion, in virtue of which he yields himself to fellowship with them (cvv), and 
allows himself to be guided by them in the determination of his conduct. 
Thus the Christian holds intercourse, sympathetically and effectively, in the 
lower circles, with the poor, sick, persecuted, etc.; thus Paul felt himself 
compelled to enter into humble situations, to work as a handicraftsman, to 
suffer need and nakedness, to be weak with the weak, etc. With less 
probability, on account of the contrast of ra iunAd, others have taken roic¢ 
Tare. as masculine,—some of them understanding rarevde of inferior rank, 
some of humble disposition, some blending both meanings—with very dif- 
ferent definitions of the sense of the whole, e.g. Chrys. : ei¢ rap éxeivwy evréAerav 
KataBnht, ovurepidépov, uy axAOc TH SpovHuate ovvtarevod, GAZA Kal Borer kat 
NXeipa opéyov x.t.A.3 similarly Erasmus, Luther, Estius, and others ; Grotius 
(comp. Ewald): ‘‘modestissimorum exempla sectantes;” Riickert (comp. 
van Hengel) : “let it please you to remain in fellowship with the lowly;” 
Olshausen : Christianity enjoins intercourse with publicans and sinners in 
order to gain them for the kingdom of Christ ;} Hofmann: ‘to be drawn 
into the host of those who occupy an inferior station and desire nothing 
else, and, as their equals, disappearing amongst them, to move with them 
along the way in which they go.” —ovvaray.| has not in itself, nor has it 
here, the bad sense: to be led astray along with, which it acquires in Gal. 
ii, 13, 2 Pet. iii. 17, through the context. —¢pédviuor rap’ gavt.| wise accord- 
ing to your own judgment Comp. Prov. iii. 7; Bernhardy, p. 256 f. One 
must not fall into that conceited self-sufficiency ef moral perception, whereby 
brotherly respect for the perception of others would be excluded. Simi- 
lar, but not equivalent, is év éaur., xi. 25. 

Vv. 17-19. The participles—to be supplemented here as in ver. 16—are 
not to be connected with 7 yiveote gpdv. rap’ éavt. — yndevi] be he Christian 


1 Certainly not here, for the discourse concerns the relations of Christians fo one another 
(not to those who are without), 
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or non-Christian. Opposite : rdévrwv avOporwv, The maxim itself taught 
also by Greek sages, how opposed it was to the dduxeiv 7 aducovvre of common 
Hellenism (Hermann, ad Soph. Philoct. 679 ; Jacobs, ad Delect. Epigr. p. 
144 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Orit. p. 49 B, ad Phileb. p. 49 D) and to Phari- 
saism (see on Matt. v. 48) !— xpovootuevoc] reminiscence from the LXX., 
Proy. ili.4. Forthis very reason, but especially because otherwise an entirely 
unsuitable limitation of the absolute moral notion of «add would result, 
évorwov «7.2. is not to be joined to ckaAé (Ewald, Hofmann) ; it belongs to 
mpovooo. Comp. 2 Cor. vili. 21 ; Polycarp, ad Phil. 6. Before the eyes of all 
men—so that it lies before the judgment of all—taking care for what is good 
(morality and decency in behaviour). Verbs of caring are used both with 
the genitive (1 Tim. v. 8) and with the accusative (Bernhardy, p. 176), which 
in the classics also is very frequently found with xpovoeicba. Rightly 
Theophylact remarks on évér. rdvrwv avOp. that Paul does not thereby ex- 
hort us to live zpd¢ kevodogiav, but iva uy rapéxouev Kal juov adopudc Toi¢ Bov- 
Aouévorc, he recommends that which is acxavdddorov x. axpockorov. — ei dvvaron, 
Td && dua pera x.t.A.] to be so punctuated. For if the two were to be joined 
together (‘‘as much asit is possible for you,” Gléckler), the injunction 
would lose all moral character. Still less are we to suppose that ei duvardéy 
belongs to the preceding (Erasmus, Cajetanus, Bengel), which indeed ad- 
mits of no condition. Grotius’ view is the correct one: ‘‘omnium amici 
este si fieri potest ; si non potest utrimque, certe ex vestra parte amici este,” 
so that ei duvaréy allows the case of objective impossibility to avail (how often 
had Paul himself experienced this !) ; 10 é budv (adverbially: as to what 
concerns your part, that which proceeds from you ; see generally on i. 15, 
and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 225) annuls any limitation in a subjective 
respect, and does not contain a subjective limitation (Reiche), since we for 
our part are supposed to be always and in any case peaceably disposed, so 
that only the opposite disposition and mode of behaviour of the enemy can 
frustrate our subjective peaceableness. — adyarnroi] urgent and persuasive. 
Comp. 1 Cor. x. 14, xv. 58; Phil. ii. 1, iv. 1. — dAAd dére «.7.2.] The con- 
struction changes, giving place to a stronger (independent) designation of 
duty. See Winer, p. 535 [E. T. 575].’ Give place to wrath (kar éoyqy, that 
of God), i.e. forestall it not by personal revenge, but let it have its course and 
ats sway.” The morality of this precept is pased on the holiness of God ; 
hence, so far as wrath and love are the two poles of holiness, it does not 
exclude the blessing of our adversaries (ver. 14) and intercession for them. 
The view, according to which 77 opyq is referred to the divine wrath (comp. 
v. 9; 1 Thess. ii. 16)—as the absolute 7 yapic is the divine favour and grace 
(comp. v. 9; 1 Thess. i. 10, ii. 16)—is rightly preferred by most interpreters 
from the time of Chrysostom down to van Hengel, Hofmann, Delitzsch ; 
for, on the one hand, it corresponds entirely to the profane (Gataker, ad 
Anton. p. 104 ; Wetstein in loc.) and Pauline (Eph. iv. 27) use of rérov (or 


1 Comp. here especially Viger. ed. Herm. Sohar,p. 95: “ Homo non debet properare, ut 
p. 469. vindictam sumat (comp. pH éavtods exdtxodv- 

2 Quite analogous to the sense and se- tes) ; melius est, st vindictam committit alii” 
quence of thought of our verse is Synops. (Deo), comp. adda Sore Tom. TH Opy7. 
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yopav) ddévar—which primarily denotes to make place for any one (Luke xiv. 
9), then to give any one full play, time and opportunity for activity (Eph. L.c., 
comp. Eccles. xiii. 21, xix. 17, xxxviii. 12, xvi. 14; Philo in Loesner, p. 
263) ; and on the other hand it is most appropriate to the following Script- 
ural proof.1| Non-compliance with the precept occasions the opyifecfa: nat 
duaptévew, Eph. iv. 26. Comp. on the thought 1 Pet. ii. 23 ; 1 Sam. xxiv. 
13, 16. Others interpret it of one’s own wrath,’ which is not to be allowed to 
break forth. So de Dieu, Bos, Semler, Cramer, and Reiche : ‘‘ Wrath pro- 
duces terrible effects in the moment of its ebullition ; give it time, and it 
passes away.” The Latin use* of irae spatium dare agrees indeed with 
this interpretation, but not the Greek use of rérov didévac— not even in the 
well-known expression in Plutarch (de ira cohib. p. 462) that we should not 
even in sport didévac rérov to anger, 7.¢. give it full play, allow it free course. 
Since this ‘‘ giving way to wrath” (jastly repudiated by Plutarch as highly 
dangerous) cannot be enjoined by Paul, he must have meant by rt. apyq the 
divine wrath. For the interpretation given by others of the wrath of an 
enemy, which one is to give place to, to go out of the way of (Schoettgen, 
Morus, Ammon), must be rejected, since this, although it may be linguis- 
tically justified (Luke xiv. 9; Judg. xx. 36), and may be compared with 
Soph. Ant. 718 (see Schneidewin in loc.) and with the Homeric éixew buy, 
yet would yield a precept, which would be only a rule of prudence and not 
a command of Christian morals. This applies also in opposition to Ewald : 
to allow the wrath of the other to expend itself, which, as opposed to personal 
revenge, has no positive moral character (it is otherwise with Matt. v. 39) ; 
not to mention that the injury, the personal avenging of which is forbidden, 
by no means necessarily supposes a wrathful offender. — yéyp. yap] Deut. 
xxxii. 35, freely as regards the sense, from the Hebrew (to me belongs revenge 
and requital), but with use of the words of the LXX., which depart from 
the original (év juépa éxdixgoewe avtarodéow), and with the addition of Aéyec 
xbpioc. The form of this citation, quite similar to that here used, which 
is found in Heb. x. 30, cannot be accidental, especially as the characteristic 
éy® avrarod. recurs also in the paraphrase of Onkelos (Dow's S1N)). But 
there are no traces elsewhere to make us assume that Paul made use of On- 
kelos ; and just as little has the view any support elsewhere, that the writer of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews followed the citation of Paul (Bleek, Delitzsch). 
Hence the only hypothesis which we can form without arbitrariness 
is, that the form of the saying as it is found in Paul and in Heb. x. 30 had 


1 Yet it must be admitted, that either of | anemotion which indeedis stirred up from 


the two other explanations (see below) 
would not be opposed to the sense of the 
following passage of Scripture, if only one 
of them were otherwise decidedly correct. 
2So Zyro in a peculiar manner in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 891f.: ‘‘ Give place to 
wrath, when it comes and seeks to get pos- 
session of your mind,and go from it (éurn 
your back upon it).”” This would be psycho- 
logically inappropriate (for wrath is in man, 


without, but does not come thence, comp. 
Eph. iv. 31; Col. iii. 8; John xi. 33, 38), and 
at the same time how strange in point of 
expression | 

5 Livy ii. 56, viii. 82; Seneca, de iva, iii. 39. 
Comp. especially Lactantius, de Jra, 18 : 
“ Ego vero laudarem, si, cum fuisset iratus, 
dedisset irae suae spatium, ut, residente per 
intervallum temporis animi tumore, haberet 
modum castigatio.” 


‘wv 
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at that time acquired currency in the manner of a formula of warning which 
had become proverbial, and had influenced the rendering in the paraphrase 
of Onkelos. The Aéyev xbpuog Paul as simply added, as was frequently done 
(comp. xiv. 11) with divine utterances ; in Heb. x. 30 these words are not 
genuine. 

Ver, 20. Without od» (see the critical notes), but thus the more in conform- 
ity with the mode of expression throughout the whole chapter; which pro- 
ceeds for the most part without connectives, there now follows what the 
Christian—seeing that he is not to avenge himself, but to let God’s wrath 
have its way—has rather to do in respect of his enemy.—The whole verse is 
borrowed from Prov. xxv. 21, 22, which words Paul adopts as his own, 
closely from the LXX. — wate] feed him, give him to eat. See on 1 Cor. 
xiii. 1; Grimm on Wisd. xvi. 20. The expression is affectionate. Comp. 
2 Sam. xiii. 5; Bengel: ‘‘manu tua.” Eccles, vii. 32. — dvOpaxac zvpd¢ 
cowpea. ext riv ked. airov| figurative expression of the thought : painful shame 
and remorse wilt thou prepare for him. 80, insubstance, Origen, Augustine, 
Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Wolf, Bengel, and others, 
including Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, 
Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, Bisping, Borger, van Hengel, 
Hofmann ; comp. Linder in the Stud. vu. Krit. 1862, p. 568 f. Glowing 
coals are to the Oriental a figure for pain that penetrates and cleaves to one,* 
and in particular, according to the context, for the pain of remorse, as here, 
where magnanimous beneficence heaps up the coals of fire. Comp. on the 
subject-matter, 1 Sam. xxiv. 17 ff. See the Arabic parallels in Gesenius in 
Rosenmiiller’s Repert. I. p. 140, and generally Tholuck in loc. ; Gesenius, 
Thesaur. 1. p. 280. Another view was already prevalent in the time of 
Jerome,” and is adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact, Photius, Beza, Camerarius, Estius, Grotius, Wetstein, and others, 
including Koppe, Béhme, Hengstenberg (Authent. d. Pentat. Il. p. 406 
f.),—namely, that the sense is : Thow wilt bring upon him severe divine pun- 
ashment. Certainly at 4 Esr. xvi. 54 the burning of fiery coals on the head 
isan image of painful divine punishment ; but there this view is just as cer- 
tainly suggested by the context, as here (see esp. ver. 21) and in Prov. J.¢., the 
context is opposed to it. For the condition nisi resipiscat would have, in the 
first place, to be quite arbitrarily supplied ; and how could Paul have con- 
ceived and expressed so unchristian a motive for beneficence towards 
enemies !*° The saving clauses of expositors regarding this point are fanci- 
ful and quite unsatisfactory. 

Ver. 21. Comprehensive summary of vy. 19, 20.—‘‘ Be not overcome (carried 


1 Not for softening (from the custom of 2“ Carbones igitur congregabis super 


softening hard meats by laying coals upon 
the vessel), as Gléckler, following Vorstius 
and others, thinks, nor for inflaming to love 
(Calovius and others). The Jesuit Sanctius 
(see Cornelius & Lapide én Joc.) even found 
in the figure an indication of the dlush of 
shame. So again Umbreit, p. 353; comp. 
also van Hengel. 


caput ejus, non in maledictum et condem- 
nationem, wt plerique existimant, sed in cor- 
rectionem et poenitudinem,’’ Jerome, 

3 Augustine, Propos. 71: ‘‘Quomodo quis- 
quam diligit eum, cui propterea cibum 
et potum dat, ut carbones ignis congerat 
super caput ejus, si carbones ignis hoe 
loco aliquem grayem poenam significant 7 
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away to revenge and retaliation) by evil (which is committed against thee), 
but overcome by the good (which thou showest to thine enemy) the evil,” bring- 
ing about the result that the enemy, put to shame by thy noble spirit, ceases 
to act malignantly against thee and becomes thy friend. “ Vincit malos per- 
tinax bonitas,” Seneca, de benef. vii. 31. Comp. de ira, ii. 32 ; Valer. Max. 
iv. 2,4. On the other hand, Soph. #7. 308 f. : év roi¢ Kaxotc | ILoAAg ’or 
aviykn Karrndebvew xaxé. We may add the appropriate remark of Erasmus 
on the style of expression throughout the chapter : ‘‘ Comparibus membris et 
incisis, similiter cadentibus ac desinentibus sic totus sermo modulatus est, ut 
nulla cantio possit esse jucundior,” 


Norses By AMERICAN Eprtor. 


CXXVII. Ver. 1. rapakare obv imac. 


Whether we hold with Meyer or not, that the immediate connection of this 
verse through the particle odv is with xi. 35, 36, there can be little doubt that 
the Apostle intends to place the practical section of the Epistle over against the 
doctrinal section, and to found upon the latter the first and comprehensive ex- 
hortation of the opening verses of this 12th chapter. The exhortation is 
pressed upon the readers by the mercies of God, which are set forth in ch. xi., 
but which are also manifested in the progress and development of that plan 
of salvation whose central doctrine is justification by faith. 

The explanation which Meyer gives of the contents of the exhortation is to 
be accepted, because it meets satisfactorily the demands of the case, and be- 
cause the appeal to the readers thus to consecrate themselves to God, both in 
the outer and inner man, is the most natural outgrowth of the preceding 
chapters. In those chapters the doctrine had been exhibited in its universality 
of blessing for all men, and in its universality of influence throughout the 
life of each man—tending to make every one who should receive it into his 
heart die to sin and live to holiness, and promising to every one at the end 
not only life for the spirit, but complete redemption for the body also. The 
objection urged against this view, which Meyer notices in his foot-note, is 
answered fully by him, and it is unnecessary to modify what he says, even as 
far as Weiss ed. Mey. does, so that ver. 2 is regarded as making the renewal of 
the vovc the means of the mapaorica: Td céuata. As Meyer expresses it, Paul 
formally separates the two, The objection, that Tv Aoyix)v Aatpeiav is opposed 
to such a separation, is not well founded,for this phrase is used with especial ref- 
erence to the external and ceremonial offerings of the Jewish system, and hence 
is especially suited to this part of the exhortation. Philippi objects that the 
different tenses (aorist and present) are inconsistent with the parallelizing of the 
two verses, but the aorist in ver. 1 is easily accounted for as connected with 
the figure of offering a sacrifice—a single and definite act. In fact, the de- 
mand of the Christian teaching is as truly to renew the mind at once and by a 
single act, as it is to devote the body, or, as Philippi would say, the entire self, 
thus immediately to God. The account given above of the use of the aorist, 
therefore, is probably the true one. 
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CXXVIII. Ver. 2. ovo ynuarivecbe—perapodboiabe. 


That Greek authors never used the words cyjua and popd7, or their com- 
pounds, in the same sense, it may be difficult to affirm. The tendency of 
language is to some degree of freedom in such cases, It seems evident, how- 
ever, that they have different meanings at the foundation, and in their ordi- 
nary use ; and there is, apparently, no reason for denying that the Apostle inten- 
tionally employs the two words, in this place, because he desires to express 
two different shades of thought. Indeed, the fact that we find the two verbs, 
instead of one, and that their peculiarities of signification, as distinguished 
from each other, give additional force and emphasis to the entire sentence, ren- 
ders it probable that such was his intention, 


CXXIX. Vv. 3-8. 


These verses are subordinated to vv. 1, 2. Some writers regard ydp as 
explicative (e.g. Rickert, de Wette, Philippi, Shedd) ; others as causal (e.g. 
Meyer, Godet, Gifford, Beet). Probably the latter view is correct, and the pre- 
cise relation of thought expressed by the ydp is this : —I give the exhortation 
to complete consecration of the whole man to God, because it involves in it- 
self, and leads to the fulfilment of, all the particular duties of the Christian 
life which I have to urge upon you as members of the Christian church in 
Rome. The particle is grammatically, indeed, confined in its force to the 
single verse in which it stands, but in the writer’s mind it extended, no doubt, 
over all that follows. 

The first of the specific exhortations is contained in these six verses. That 
it relates to modesty and humility, as Meyer says, is evident. There is, how- 
ever, such a prominence given to the matter of gifts and offices of the spiritual 
life, that we must regard the Apostle as having a special reference, in what he 
says, to humility with respect to these. To the end of securing that proper 
and modest estimation of oneself which is a part of true Christian living, the 
limitation of oneself, in a Christian way, within the sphere of the divinely- 
assigned gifts, is essential, The ‘‘regulative standard’’ for this due estimate 
is mentioned in the words dc 6 Oed¢ éuépicev pétpov riorewc, to which kara tiv 
avahoyiav rig wictews (ver, 6) corresponds, as is made evident by the connection 
in thought of the verses throughout the paragraph. The explanation of the 
meaning of pétpov miorswc is rightly given in Meyer’s note. Paul seems evi- 
dently in many places to look upon faith as developing its vital force in differ- 
ent lines—as, for example, here, in the qualification for special works and the 
exercise of special gifts, and, in ch. xiy., in the matter of Christian knowledge 
(comp. 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff.) as related to conscientious scruples. One man, thus, has 
‘“‘faith” to be a prophet, another has ‘faith’ to ‘eat all things,” and ‘‘ what- 
soever is not of ‘faith’ is sin.” Paul himself had ‘‘faith” to be an Apostle to 
the Gentiles in the regions where others had not preached, just as he had 
“orace given to him’’ for this end. This was his yapioya ; that is, it was that 
for which the particular development of the life-principle of Christianity with- 
in his mind and soul fitted him. It was his duty to have a sober-minded judg- 
ment of himself in accordance with this fact (cw@poveiv), and not to go beyond 
this (érepdpoveiv rap’ 6 dei dpoveiv). And so with other men. Compare what 
Paul says of himself, 2 Cor. x. 13 ff. 

The fourth and fifth verses give a ground for the bidding of ver. 3, and, at 
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the same time, carry on the thought, by way of transition, to vv. 6-8. The 
reason for the sober-minded estimate of oneself, as here stated, is that the 
church is an organism, like the human body, wherein it is for the good, and 
even the life, of the whole that the several members should have different 
functions. But, inasmuch as this is so, those who have particular gifts (ver. 
6 ff.) should devote themselves to the exercise of those gifts. 


OXXX,. Ver. 6. kata THY avadoyiay Tig mioTEWs. 


The argument presented by Meyer with regard to the construction of these 
words seems decisive. They are to be connected with rpoontedwpev, which is 
supplied in thought. Weiss. ed. Mey., who, asalso Tisch. 8, favors the uniting 
of the entire clause with éovev of ver. 5, urges against this view, that tle pro- 
phetic gift was conditioned upon a divine inspiration and impulse, not upon 
faith, and that faith, though a necessary antecedent to the reception of the gift, 
is not the energizing force in it. These two things are true, no doubt, but this 
fact is not inconsistent with an exhortation to the prophet, such as is here given, 
All the gifts are bestowments of the grace of God—the prophetic gift more 
exclusively so, perhaps, than any other, in so far as it involves an immediate 
and momentary inspiration ;—but they are all alike (this one, as well as the 
others) bestowed according to what the Apostle here means by the jérpov ric- 
tewc, and they are to be used as they are bestowed. The rpodyryc, like the 
d.daoxadoc, or the dvdxovoc, should move within the sphere of that which the 
vapic and the rictic had qualified him for, and should not, by reason of a 
dmepopovelv, reach out beyond it. The unity of the entire paragraph indicates 
this to be the thought of the writer, and, as it does this, it determines both the 
construction and the meaning of these particular words (xara k.7.A.). 

The view of this phrase which makes it mean according to the proportion, 
analogy, rule of faith (faith being taken in the sense of truths to be believed or 
a system of doctrine), is neither required by the word avaioyiav, nor consistent 
with Paul’s use of miorcc, nor harmonious with any of the parallel phrases (v 
TH Ovaxovia, Ev TH JidaoKadla, k.T.A.), OY suggested by anything in the context, 
nor within the line of the thought of ver. 3, to which vy. 6-8 are subordinate 
as giving special applications of what it suggests. 

That avadoyia unswers in idea to uérpov is satisfactorily shown by Meyer, and 
hence the fact of the selection of a new word in this verse, which has been 
urged by some writers, cannot be considered an objection of any weight against 
that interpretation which makes the words equivalent to each other, 


CXXXI. Vv. 7, 8. eire 6 diddoxioy k.T.A. 


There can be no doubt, it would seem, that the one who teaches and the one 
who exhorts belong in that ‘‘ teaching”’ class of which the prophet is a member, 
and, by reason of his special inspiration, an exalted member. On the other 
hand, it may be regarded as probable that the ‘‘ giver’ and the one who ‘*‘ shows 
mercy” are in a kindred sphere with the didxovoc, as distinguished from the 
sphere of the diddoxadoc. That the latter, however, are officials in the church 
is not to be inferred from any such general relationship of work, (1) There is 
no evidence that there was such a multiplication of offices in the small and 
‘scattered Christian bodies at this early period. (2) The probabilities in the 
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case are altogether against any such condition of things. No such offices are 
alluded to even in the latest of the Pauline Epistles—no offices, indeed, except 
that of érioxono¢ or xpeoBirepoc and that of didkovoc, unless possibly that of 
widows. The context has no suggestion of offices in the technical sense, but 
only in the sense in which gifts involve offices. (3) The exhortation on which 
the paragraph depends is addressed to all the members of the church, and has 
reference, accordingly, to gifts which any one among them might have. (4) 
The two words kindred with dudkovoc are separated by a word of a different 
sort (mpotorduevoc), and one which has a closer relation with diddoKaAoc. (5) 
These two words are, in themselves, not adapted to the description of church 
officials :—ysradidoig meaning giving or imparting, as of what belongs to the 
giver, rather than distributing, as of what belongs to the Christian company, 
and éAeav being, in its natural and ordinary use, characteristic of individuals: 
The fact that the participle xpovcrauévove is employed, in 1 Thess. v.12, as de- 
scriptive of persons who, also, ‘‘ labor among you and admonish you,” and rpoea- 
Totes, in 1 Tim. vy. 17, in speaking of certain elders, cannot be regarded as evi- 
dence that here, where the word is used independently, it designates elders ; 
——especially considering the position which it has between two other words, 
whose relation (if, indeed, there is any such relation at all) is with an entirely 
different office. It may be held, rather, that the use of the participle in 1 Tim. 
iii. 4, where it is applied to the éxicxorog, i.e. the mpeaBitepoc, with reference to 
his presiding over his own family, is a proof that, in itself, it has no such 
technical signification. 


CXXXII. Ver. 9. 7 aydarn avuréxpitoc. 


The transition here is not from offices and official duties to the duties of all 
members of the Church, but from that due estimate of oneself, which leads 
the Christian to move in the line of his own gifts and qualifications as one of 
a body (for the common benefit of which all are to work), to the suggestion 
of varied lines of action to which love, as the uniting principle of the common 
life of the body, would naturally lead. Hence we find the exhortation, let love 
(i.e. love to one another, not here meaning love to God) be without hypocrisy, 
placed at the beginning. This is followed by the words abhorring, etc. If 
there be a guileless love which joins itself to an abhorrence of whatever is evil 
and an ardent attachment to whatever is good, there is preparation in the man 
for each and every one of the works of the Christian life which are mentioned 
in the following verses. 


« 


CXXXIII. Ver.-11. 76 kupig dovAevovtec. 


Meyer (see his critical notes at the beginning of the chapter) adopts the 
reading xaip@ on internal grounds. The external evidence, however, is very 
strong for kvpf, and this reading is now generally adopted. (So also Weiss 
ed. Mey., and Westcott and Hort). The insertion of so general and compre- 
hensive a duty as “serving the Lord’’ in the midst of a series of such special 
and individual matters is an argument against xvupiw not lightly to be set aside. 
Such an insertion seems more improbable in a case like this, than the somewhat 
similar insertions of general words in i. 29-32 and elsewhere. Serving the op- 
portunity, the occasion or critical season, on the other hand, is a suggestion most 
appropriate as following and modifying the other two exhortations of the verse. 
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It has been objected to by de Wette and others, on the ground that it savors of 
worldly policy, rather than Christian morality, but when we observe what the 
Apostle has in mind, we find no foundation for this statement. It belongs 
both to Christian duty and to the highest Christian wisdom for the man who 
is not sluggish in respect to zeal, but fervent in spirit, to serve the occasion so 
far as to temper and direct his zeal by what it demands. The remark of de 
Wette, that the Christian may and should make use of time and opportunity, 
but should not serve it, is true, if serve be understood in a particular sense, but 
not so if it be taken in another sense. That other sense, given by Meyer in 
his note, is undoubtedly the one which Paul had in mind if he wrote xa:p@. 
The textual question, therefore, lies between the external and the internal evi- 
dence, which are here opposed to each other. Generally, no doubt, the exter- 
nal authorities must decide in such cases. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 


Ver. 1. a7é] Lachm, and Tisch. 8 ; i7é, which Griesb. also approved, accord- 
ing to preponderant evidence. But dxé also retains considerable attestation 
(D* E* F G, min., Or, Theodoret, Dam.), and may easily have been displaced 
by a iré written on the margin from'the following. After vicar Elz. has ééovaiat, 
which, according to a preponderance of evidence, has been justly omitted 
since Griesb. as a supplement; and roi also before the following cod is too 
feebly attested. — Ver. 3. tw dyafo épyw, GAAd TH Kax@] commended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche, according to AB D* F GP Xs, 6. 67**, 
several vss., and Fathers. But Elz., Matth., Scholz have tov dyabév épywv, aArre 
Tov cakov, A presumed emendation in case and number. — Ver. 5. avaynn br0- 
tacceofa] D EK F G, Goth. It. Guelph. Ir. have merely drordocecbe. Com- 
mended by Griesb. A marginal gloss, as the reading avdyxy (or avdyxy) brordo- 
oecbe (Lect. 7, 8, Aug., Beda, Vulg. : necessitate subditi estole ; so Luther) plainly 
shows. — Ver. 7. ody] is wanting in A B D* &*, 67**, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. ms. 
Tol. Damasc. Cypr. Aug. Ruf. Cassiod. Omitted by Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche. 
Rightly ; for there was no ground for its omission, whereas by its insertion the 
logical connection was established. — Ver. 9. After kAéwer¢ Elz. has od pevdouap- 
Tupnoecc, against decisive evidence. Inserted with a view to completeness. — év 
7] bracketed by Lachm., is wanting in B F G, Vulg. It. and Latin Fathers. 
But its striking appearance of superfluousness might so readily prompt its 
omission, that this evidence is too weak. — Ver. 11. The order 4d jude is deci- 
sively supported. So rightly Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Yet the latter has instead 
of jude: tude, according to A B C P &*, min. Clem., which, however, appeared 
more suitable to eldérec and more worthy of the apostle. — Ver. 12. kai évdvc.] 
Lachm. and Tisch. : évdvc. dé, which also Greisb. approved, according to impor- 
tant witnesses ; but it would be very readily suggested by the preceding adver- 
sative connection. 


Vv. 1-7.1 The proud love of freedom of the Jews (see on John viii. 33 ; 
Matt. xxii. 17), and their tumultuary spirit thereby excited, which was 
peculiarly ardent from the time of Judas Gaulonites (see Acts v. 387 ; Jose- 
phus, Ant. xviii. 1. 1) and had shortly before broken out in Rome itself 
(Suetonius, Claud. 25 ; Dio Cassius, Ix. 6 ; see Introd. § 2, and on Acts 
xviii. 2), redoubled for the Christidns—among whom, indeed, even the Gen- 
tile-Christians might easily enough be led astray by the Messianic ideas 
(theocracy, kingdom of Christ, freedom and kAypovouia of believers, etc.) 
into perverted thoughts of freedom and desires for emancipation (comp. 1 
Cor. vi. 1 ff.)--the necessity of civil obedience, seeing that they, as confess- 
ing the Messiah (Acts xvii. 6, 7), and regarded by the Gentiles as a Jewish 


1 For good practical observations on this passage, see Harless, Staat u. Kirche, 1870. 


. 


488 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

sect, were much exposed to the suspicion of revolutionary enterprise. The 
danger thus lay, not indeed exclusively (Mangold, Beyschlag), but primari- 
ly and mostly, on the side of the Jewish-Christians, not on that of the Gen- 
tile-Christians, as Th. Schott, in the interest of the view that Paul desired 
to prepare the Roman church to be the base of operations of his western 
mission to the Gentiles, unhistorically assumes. And was not Rome, the 
very seat of the government of the world, just the place above all others 
where that danger was greatest, and where nevertheless the whole Christian 
body, of the Jewish as well as of the Gentile section, had to distinguish it- 
self by exemplary civil order? Hence we have here the—in the Pauline 
epistles unique—detailed and emphatic ineuleation of obedience towards the mag- 
istracy, introduced without link of connection with what precedes, as a new 
subject.1 Baur, I. p. 384 f., thinks that Paul is here combating Ebionitic 
dualism, which regarded the secular magistrate as of non-divine, devilish 
origin. Asif Paul could not, without any such antithesis, have held it to 
‘be necessary to inculcate upon the Romans the divine right of the state- 
authority ! Moreover, he would certainly not merely have kept his eye upon 
that dualism in regard to its practical manifestations (Baur’s subterfuge), 
but would have combated it in principle, and thereby have grasped it at the 
root.—The partial resemblance, moreover, which exists between vv. 1-4 
and 1 Pet. ii. 18, 14 is not sufficient to enable us to assume that Peter made 
use of our passage, or that Paul made use of Peter’s epistle ; a view, which 
has been lately maintained especially by Weiss, Petrin. Lehrbegr. p. 416 ff., 
and in the Stud. w. Krit. 1865, 4 ; see, on the other hand, Huther on 1 Pet. 
Introd. § 2. Paul doubtless frequently preached a similar doctrine orally 
respecting duty towards the heathen magistracy. And the power of his 
preaching was sufficiently influential in moulding the earliest ecclesiastical 
language, to lead even a Peter, especially on so peculiar a subject, involun- 
tarily to echo the words of Paul which had vibrated through the whole 
church. Compare the creative influence of Luther upon the language of 
the church. 

Ver. 1. Ilaca yvy4] In the sense of every man, but (comp. on ii. 9) of man 
conceived in reference to his soul-nature, in virtue of which he consciously 
feels pleasure and displeasure (rejoices, is troubled, etc.), and cherishes 
corresponding impulses. There lies a certain pathos in the significant : 
every soul, which at once brings into prominence the wniversality of the duty. 
Comp. Acts ii. 48, iii. 28 ; Rev. xvi. 3. [See Note CXXXIV. p. 500.] —égov- 
oiatc brepex.] magistrates high in standing (without the article). imepey. (see 


1Tt is vain to seek for connections, when 
Paul himself indicates none. Thus, ¢.g., we 
are not to say that the mention of private 
injuries leads him to speak of behaviour 
towards the heathen magistracy (Tholuck 
and older expositors). He does not in fact 
represent the latter as hostile. Arbitrarily al- 
so Th. Schott (comp. Borger) thinks that the 
discourse passes from subordination under 
God, to whom belongs vengeance, to sub- 


ordination under the executors of the divine 
exdiknots. As though Paul in xii. 19 could 
have thought of such an éxdikyois! Just as 
arbitrary, without any hint in the text, is 
the view of Hofmann: Paul makes the tran- 
sition from the social life ef men in general 
to their conduct in political organization, 
which also belongs to the good, wherewith one 
as to overcome the evil. 
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Wisd. vi. 5 ; 1 Pet. ii. 18 ; 1 Tim. ii. 2; 2 Mace. iii. 11) is added, in order 
to set forth the irordoo. —trép and ir6 being correlative—as pemdepeocne 
to the standpoint of the magistracy itself (comp. the German : hohe Obrig- 
_keiten) ; the motive of obedience follows.— There is no magistracy apart 
Jrom God expresses in general the proceeding of all magistracy whatever from 
God, and then this relation is still more precisely defined, in respect of those 
magistracies which exist in concreto as a divine institution, by id Ocod Terayp. 
eiciv." Thus Paul has certainly expressed the divine right of magistracy, 
which Christian princes especially designate by the expression ‘‘ by the grace 
of God” (since the time of Louis the Pious), And ai 0? obca:, the extant, 
actually existing, allows no exception, such as that possibly of tyrants or 
usurpers (in opposition to Reiche). The Christian, according to Paul, ought 
to regard any magistracy whatever, provided its rule over him subsists de 
facto, as divinely ordained, since it has not come into existence without the 
operation of God’s will; and this applies also to tyrannical or usurped 
power, although such a power, in the counsel of God, is perhaps destined 
merely to be temporary and transitional. From this point of view, the 
Christian obeys not the human caprice and injustice, but the will of God, 
who—in connection with His plan of government inaccessible to human in- 
sight—has presented even the unworthy and unrighteous ruler as the oica 
éovoia, and has made him the instrument of His measures. Questions as to 
special cases—such as how the Christian is to conduct himself in political 
catastrophes, what magistracy he is to look upon in such times as the oica 
éZovaia, as also, how he, if the command of the magistrate is against the 
command of God, is at any rate to obey God rather than men (Acts v. 29), 
etc.—Paul here leaves unnoticed, and only gives the main injunction of 
obedience, which he does not make contingent on this or that form of con- 
stitution.? By no means, however, are we to think only of the magisterial 
office as instituted by God (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and others), but 
rather of the magistracy in its concrete persons and members as the bearers 
of the divinely ordained office. Comp. oi dpyovrec, ver. 8, and vv. 4, 6, 7 ; 
Dion. Hal. Antt. xi. 82; Plut. Phélop. 17 ; Tit. iii. 1; also Martyr. Polye. 
10.—Observe, moreover, that Paul has in view Gentile magistrates i con- 
creto ; consequently he could not speak more specially of that which Chris- 
tian magistrates have on their part to do, and which Christian subjects in 
their duty of obedience for God and right’s sake are to expect and to require 
from them, although he expresses in general—by repeatedly bringing for- 
ward the fact that magistrates are the servants of God (vv. 3, 4), indeed 
ministering servants of God (ver. 6)—the point of view from which the dis- 
tinctively Christian judgment as to the duties and rights of magistrate and 
subject respectively must proceed, 
Ver. 2. "Qore] Since it is instituted by God.—-6 avtiracc.] Note the cor- 
relation of évtiracc., droracc., and terayz. The latter stands in the middle. 
—éavtoic¢] Dativus incommodi: their resistance to the divinely-ordained 


1 Comp. Hom. UZ. ii. 204 ff., ix. 38, 98 ; Soph. 2 Comp. Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 651. 
Phil. 140, et al.; Xen. Rep. Lac, 15. 2 


490 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

magistracy will issue in their own self-destruction ; comp. iis} bis) Wor: xi, 
29. According to Hofmann (who in his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 443, even im- 
ported a contrast to r@ xvpiw, as in xiv. 6, 7), éavroic is to be viewed as in 
contrast to the Christian body as such; the punishment to be suffered is a 
judgment which lights on the doers personally, and is not put to the account 
of their Christian standing. This explanation (‘‘ they have to ascribe the pun- 
ishment to themselves solely’’) is incorrect, because it obtrudes on the text a 
purely fictitious antithesis, and because the apostle lays down the relation 
to the magistracy quite generally, not from the specific point of view of Chris- 
tian standing, according to which his readers might perhaps have supposed 
that they had become foreign to the political commonwealth. Had this 
comprehensive error in principle been here in Paul’s view, in how entirely 
different a way must he have expressed what he intended than by the single 
expression éavroic, into which, moreover, that alleged thought would have 
first to be imported !— «piza] a judgment, is understood of itself, according 
to the connection, asa penal judgment. Comp. ii. 2, 3, iii. 8; 1 Cor. xi. 
29; Gal. v. 10; Mark xii. 40. From whom they will receive it, is decided 
by the fact that with of dé dvOeotnKérec, according to the context, 77 Tov Oeov 
duatayf is again to be supplied. It is therefore a penal judgment of God, as 
the executors of which, however, the apyovrec are conceived, as ver. 3 proves. 
Consequently the passage does not relate to eternal punishment (Reiche and 
others), but to the temporal punishment which God causes to be inflicted 
by means of the magistrates. Philippi prefers to leave xpiua without more 
special definition (comp. also Riickert) ; but against this is the considera- 
tion, that ver. 8 can only arbitrarily be taken otherwise than as assigning 
the ground of what immediately precedes. 

Ver. 3. Oi yap. . . . xax@| Ground assigned for éavroic pina Afpovrar.1—rG 
ayab@ épye| The good work and the evil work? are personified. We are not 
here to compare ii. 7 or ii. 15 (Reiche, de Wette). —¢éfoc] a terror, i.e. for- 
midandi.* — dé] the simple veraBarixdv. The proposition itself may be either 
interrogatory (Beza, Calvin, and others, including Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
Ewald, Hofmann), or as protasis in categorical form (see on 1 Cor, vii. 18, 
and Pflugk, ad Hur. Med. 386). So Luther and others, including Tholuck 
and Philippi. The former is more lively, the latter more appropriate and 
emphatic, and thus more in keeping with the whole character of the adjoin- 
ing context. — érawor] praise, testimony of approbation (which the magistrate 


1 For if resistance to the éfovcia were not 
to draw the divine punishment after it, the 
relative position of rulers and subjects 
would necessarily be such, that in good be- 
haviour people would have to stand in fear 
of them (which would in fact annul the di- 
vine ordinance) ; the converse, however, is 
the case with them, viz., they are a terror 
to evid deeds. The yap consequently estab- 
lishes neither, generally, the duty of obedi- 
ence to the magistracy (Philippi), nor the 
sense imported by Hofmann into éavrois. If 
the bearers of magisterial power were a 


terror to good works, the maxim of resist- 
ance (to obey God rather than men) would 
assert its right, and we should have to say 
with Neoptolemus in Soph. Philoct. 1235 
(1251): Evy ro Stkaiw Toy cdv ov TapBe pdBor. 

2 Beyond the work, and to the intention, 
the prerogative of the magistrate does not 
extend. Comp. Harless, /.c. 

8 For examples of the same use, see 
Kypke, II. p. 183. Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. 
p. 513; just so the Latin dimor, e.g. Propert. 
iii. 5. 40. 
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is wont to bestow ; see also Philo, Vit. M. i. p. 626 C) ; not any more than 
in ii. 29, 1 Cor. iv. 5, reward (Calvin, Loesner; and others), Grotius rightly 
remarks : ‘*Cum haec scriberet Paulus, non saeviebatur Romae in Chris- 
tianos.” It was still the better time of Nero’s rule. But the proposition 
has a general validity, which is based on the divinely-ordained position of 
the magistracy, and is not annulled by their injustices in practice, which 
Paul had himself so copiously experienced. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 14. 

Ver, 4. Oc0d. . . dyafév] Establishment of the preceding thought—that 
the well-doer has not to fear the magistrate, but to expect praise from him 
—by indicating the relation of the magistracy to God, whose servant (d:4- 
kovoc, feminine, as in xvi. 1; Dem. 762. 4, and frequently) it is, and to the 
subjects, for whose benefit (defence, protection, blessing) it is so. The ooi is 
the ethical relation of the Oe0t didkov. tors, and ei¢ rd dyabdy adds the more 
precise definition. —ov yap eixn] for not without corresponding reason (fre- 
quently so in classical Greek), but in order actually to use it, should the 
case require. — rv wayarp. gopet] What is meant is not the dagger, which 
the Roman emperors and the governing officials next to them were accus- 
tomed to wear as the token of their jus vitae et necis (Aurel. Vict. 13 ; Gro- 
tius and Wetstein in loc.) ; for payaipa, although denoting dagger = rapa- 
&1¢6¢ in the classics,’ means in the N. T. always sword, viii. 35, according to 
Xen. 7. eg. xii. 11 (but comp. Kriiger, Ken. Anab. i. 8. 7), differing by its 
curved form from the straight /¢o¢ ; and also among the Greeks the bear- 
ing of the sword (Philostr. Vit. Ap. vii. 16) is expressly used to represent that 
power of the magistrates. They bore it themselves, and in solemn proces- 
sions it was borne before them. See Wolf, Cur. On the distinction be- 
tween gopéw (the continued habit of bearing) and ¢épa, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 585. — coi yap didk. «.7.2.] ground assigned for the assurance obk eixy 
T. #. @., in which the previously expressed proposition is repeated with em- 
phasis, and now its penal reference is appended. — ékdxog eig opyyy x.7.A. | 
avenging (1 Thess. iv. 6 ; Wisd. xii. 12 ; Ecclus. xxx. 6 ; Herodian, vii. 4. 
10 ; Aristaenet. i. 27) in behalf of wrath (for the execution of wrath) for 
him who does evil. This dative of reference is neither dependent on éoriv, 
the position of which is here different from the previous one (in opposition 
to Hofmann) nor on ei¢ dpyfv (Flatt) ; it belongs to éxdixog ig opy. Ele opyhv 
is not ‘‘ superfluous and cumbrous” (de Wette),* but strengthens the idea, 
We may add that our passage proves (comp. Acts xxv. 11) that the abo- 
lition of the right of capital punishment deprives the magistracy of a power 
which is not merely given to it in the O. T., but is also decisively confirmed 
in the N. T., and which it (herein lies the sacred limitation and responsi- 
bility of this power) possesses as God’s minister ; on which account its ap- 
plication is to be upheld as a principle with reference to those cases at law, 
where the actual satisfaction of the divine Nemesis absolutely demands it, 


1See Spitzner on Hom. J. xviii. 597; EN* 1. 3. 4. e¢ al. Chrys. Theodoret, defore 
Dunean, Lex. ed. Rost, p. 715. éxducos, Which Rinck approves, is to be ex- 
2 The same opinion gave rise to the omis- plained by an incorrect restoration of the 
sion of els dpy. in D* FG, 177. et al. Clar. dropped-out word. 
Boern. And the fact that it is found in 
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while at the same time the right of pardon is still to be kept open for 
all concrete cases. The character of being unchristian, of barbarism, etc., 
does not adhere to the right itself, but to its abuse in legislation and practice. 
Ver. 5. The necessity of obedience is of such a character, that it is not 
merely eeternally suggested (by reason of the punishment to be avoided), 
but is based also on moral grounds ; and these two considerations are ex- 
hibited by 66 as the result of all that has been hitherto said (vv. 14). It 
is clear, accordingly, that dvéyxy is not specially the moral necessity, but is to 
be taken generally, as it is only with the second 64 that the moral side of 
the notion is brought forward. — dia r7v opyiv] on account of the magistrate’s 
wrath, ver. 4.—did tiv ovveid.] on account of one’s own conscience, dia Td 
xAnpovv ta tpoofxovra, Theodoret. It is with the Christian the Christian con- 
science, which as such is bound by God’s ordinance. Hence 1 Pet. ii. 13: 
6a tov Kbpov. Aptly Melanchthon : ‘‘ Nulla potentia humana, nulli exer- 
citus magis muniuht imperia, quam haec severissima lex Dei : necesse est 
obedire propter conscientiam.” Both definitions given with 6:4 belong, 
however, to dvdyxy (se. ori), which bears the emphasis, like Heb. ix. 23. 
Ver. 6. For on this account you pay taves—this is the conjirmation of ver. 5, 
from the actually subsisting payment of taxes ; yap retains its sense assigning 
a reason, and the emphatic da rovro (from this ground) is exactly in accord- 
ance with the context: érz ob pdvov did THY bpyjv, GAAG Kad did tiv ovveidyoww 
avaykn éoty brordccecda. At the basis of the argument lies the view, that 
the existing relation of tax-paying is a result of the necessity indicated in ver. 
5, and consequently the confirmation of it. If dia rovro be referred to vy. 
1-4: ‘ut magistratus, Dei mandatu homines maleficos puniant, proborum 
saluti prospiciant,” Fritzsche (comp. Calvin, Tholuck, de Wette, Borger), 
ver. 5 is arbitrarily passed over. It follows, moreover, from our passage, 
that the refusal of taxes is the practical rejection of the necessity stated in 
ver. 5. Others take redeire as imperative (Heumann, Morus, Tholuck, Klee, 
Reiche, Kéllner, Hofmann). Against this the yép, which might certainly 
be taken with the imperative (see on vi. 19), is not indeed decisive ; but 
Paul himself gives by his ody, ver. 7, the plain indication that he is passing 
for the first time in ver. 7 to the language of summons, which he now also 
introduces, not with the present, but with the aorist. — xai| also denotes the 
relation corresponding to ver. 5. It is not ‘‘a downward climax” (Hofmann : 
‘‘even this most external performance of subjection’), of which there is no 
indication at all either in the text or in the thing itself. The latter is, 
on the contrary, the immediate practical voucher most accordant with the 
experience of every subject. —reAcire] Paul does not in this appeal to his 
readers’ own recognition of what was said in ver, 5 (the summons in ver. 7 is 
opposed to this), but to what sadsists as matter of fact. — rectovpyoi yap Oeov 
«.7.A. | justifies the fundamental statement, expressed by dua roiro, of the act- 
ual bearing of the payment of taxes : for they are ministering servants of God, 
persevering in activity on this very behalf (on no other). The thought in ver. 
4, that the magistracy is Ocod dudkovoc, is here by way of climax more precisely 
defined through Aecroupyot (which is therefore prefixed with emphasis) ac- 
cording to the official sacredness of this relation of service, and that conform- 


< 
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ably to the Christian view of the magisterial calling. Accordingly, those 
who rule, in so far as they serve the divine counsel and will, and em- 
ploy their strength and activity to this end, are to be regarded as persons 
whose administration has the character of a divinely consecrated sacrificial 
service, a priestly nature (xv. 16 ; Phil. ii. 17, et a/.). This renders the prop- 
osition the more appropriate for confirmation of the dé roiro «.r.4., which 
is a specifically religious one. — Aectoupyo? Ocov] is predicate, and the subject 
is understood of itself from the context : they, namely magisterial persons (ot 
apyovrec). Incorrectly as regards linguistic usage, Reiche, Kéllner, Olshausen 
take mpocxapr. to be the subject, in which case certainly the article before 
the participle would be quite indispensable (Reiche erroneously appeals to 
Matt. xx. 16, xxii. 14). — cic avrd roiro] Telic direction not of Aecrovpy. (Hof- 
mann), but of rpooxapr. : for this very object, by which is meant not the ad- 
ministration of taz-paying (Olshausen, Philippi, and older interpreters), but 
the just mentioned Ae:toupysiv tH Oco, in which vocation, so characteristic- 
ally sacred, the magistracy is continually and assiduously active, and the 
subject gives toit the means of being so, namely, taxes. Thus the payment 
of taxes is placed by Paul under the highest point of view of a religious con- 
scientious duty, so that by means of it the divine vocation of the magistracy 
to provide a constantly active sacrificial cultus of God is promoted and facili- 
tated. If cic aird rovro was to be referred to the administration of taxes, this 
would not indeed be ‘‘nonsensical” (Hofmann), but the emphatic mode of 
expression ai7d tovro would be without due motive, nor could we easily per- 
ceive why Paul should have selected the verb rpocxapr., which expresses the 
moral notion perseverare. The reference of it to the nearest great thought, 
Acitoupyot K.T.A., excludes, the more weighty and appropriate that it is, any 
other reference, even that of Hofmann, that airé rovro points back to the same 
proposition as da rovro.—Instead of ei¢ aird rovro, Paul might have said aire 
Toit (xii. 12) ; he has, however, conceived rpockapr. absolutely, and given 
with eic the definition of its aim. Comp. on the absolute zpooxaprepetvy, Num. 
xiii. 20 ; Xen. Hell. vii. 5, 14. 

Ver. 7. Hortatory application of the actual state of the case contained in 
vv. 5, 6: perform therefore your duties to all (comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 3), ete. 
—a brief summary (arddore . . . odevA.) and distributive indication of that 
which is to be rendered to all magisterial persons generally (raov), and to in- 
dividuals in particular (tax officers, customs officers, judicial and other 
functionaries), both really (¢époc, téAoc) and personally ($6Bo0c, Tyg). [See 
Note CXXXYV. p. 501.]—raoz] to be referred to magistrates, not to all men 
generally (Estius, Klee, Reiche, Gléckler, comp. also Ewald) ; this is mani- 
festly, from the whole connection—and especially from the following speci- 
fication, as also from the fact that the language only becomes general at 
ver. 8—the only reference in conformity with the text. —r6 tov ddpor] se. 
axatowvtt, Which flows logically from am é6dote raotr. 6. (Winer, p. 548 
[E. T. 590]; Buttmann, p. 338 [E. T. 395]), and is also suitable to r. 96Gov 
and +. ryufv ; for, in fact, the discourse is concerning magistrates, who— 
and that not merely as respects the notions of that time—do certainly, in ac- 


cordance with their respective positions of power and performances of service, 
, 
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demand fear and honour. — ¢époc and réAo¢ are distinguished as tawes (on per- 
sons and property) and eustoms (on goods). See on Luke xx. 22. — 9éfoc, 
ryuh, fear (not merely reverence), veneration. The higher and more power- 
ful the magisterial personages, the more they laid claim, as a rule, to be 
feared ; otherwise and lower in the scale, at least to be honoured with the 
respect attaching to their office. 

Vv. 8-14. General exhortation, to love (vv. 8-10), and to a Christian walk 
generally (vv. 11-14). 

Ver. 8. Mydevi yydév ddetAete|] negatively the same thing, only generally re- 
Serred to the relation to everybody—and therewith Paul returns to the general 
duty of Christians—which was before said positively in ver. 7 : axdédore race 
tac d¢ecAdc. By this very parallel, and decisively by the subjective nega- 
tions, ddeiAere is determined to be imperative: ‘‘ Leave toward no one any 
obligation unfulfilled, reciprocal love excepted,” wherein you neither can, nor 
moreover are expected, ever fully to discharge your obligation. The iner- 
haustibility of the duty of love, the claims of which are not discharged, but 
renewed and accumulated with fulfilment, is expressed. Comp. Origen, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Augustine, Beza, Grotius, 
Wetstein, Bengel (‘‘ amare debitum immortale”), and many others, includ- 
ing Tholuck, Riickert, Reithmayr, de Wette, Philippi, Ewald, Umbreit, 
Hofmann. The point lies in the fact that, while oge/Aere applies to those ez-. 
ternal performances to which one is bound (‘‘ obligatio civilis,” Melanch- 
thon), in the case of the ayaray it means the higher moral obligation, in vir- 
tue of which with the quotidie solvere is connected the semper debere (Origen). 
The objections of Reiche to the imperative rendering quite overlook the fact, 
that with ef uy Td adAAgA. ay. the odeiAere again to be supplied is to be taken 
not objectively (remain owing mutual love !), but subjectively, namely, from 
the consciousness of the impossibility of discharging the debt of love. But 
Reiche’s own view (so also Schrader, following Heumann, Semler, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, Béhme, Flatt, and by way of suggestion, Erasmus), that é¢. is 
indicative: ‘‘all your obligations come back to love,” is decidedly incor- 
rect, for ob must then have been used, as e.g. in Plato’s testament (Diogenes 
Laert. iii. 48) : dgeiAw & oddert oddév. The passages adduced on the other 
hand by Reiche from Wetstein are not in point, because they have 4 with 
a participle or infinitive. Fritzsche (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius and Krehl) : 
Be owing no one anything ; only ‘‘ mufuwm amorem vos hominibus debere cen- 
sete.” Thereby the whole thoughtfulness, the delicate enamel of the pas- 
sage, is obliterated, and withal there is imported an idea (censete) which is 
not there. — 6 yap dyar. «.r.A.} A summons to unceasing compliance with 
the command of love having been contained in the preceding ¢i pi rd dAAg- 
Aove ayarav, Paul now gives the ground of this summons by setting forth the 
high moral dignity and significance of love, which is nothing less than the 
fulfilment of the law. Comp. Gal. v. 14; Matt. xxii. 84 ff. —7rdv érepor | 
belongs to ayarév : the other, with whom the loving subject has to do (comp. 
li. 1, 215 1 Cor. iv. 6, vi. 1, xiv. 17; Jas. iv, 12, e al.). Incorrectly Hof- 
mann * holds that it belongs to véuov : the further, the remaining law. For 


1 Who objects with singular erroneousness to the ordinary connection with dayaz., 
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the usage of érepoc and GAAoc in the sense of otherwise existing (see thereon 
Kriiger, Xen. Anab. i. 4. 2; Niigelsbach, 2. [Vias, p. 250 f.) is here quite in- 
applicable ; Paul must at least have written «ai rig érepac évroAde (comp. 
also Luke xxiii. 82 ; Plato, Rep. p. 357 C, and Stallbaum in loc.). But most 
intelligibly and simply he would have written rdv révra véuov, as in Gal. v. 
14. It is impossible. to explain the singular 6 érepoc collectively (with an ir- 
relevant appeal to Rost, § 98, B. 3. 5) 3 érepog véuog could only be another 
(second) daw (comp. Rom. vii. 23), and 6 érepoc v., therefore, the definite 
other of two ; Kiithner, I. 1, p. 548. —erAgpoxe] present of the completed 
action, asin ii. 25 ; in and with the loving there has taken place (comp. on Gal. 
v. 14) what the Mosaic law prescribes (namely, in respect of duties towards 
one’s neighbour, see vv. 9, 10 ; inasmuch as he who loves does not commit 
adultery, does not kill, does not steal, does not covet, etc.). But though 
love is the fulfilment of the law, it is nevertheless not the subjective cause 
of justification, because all human fulfilment of the law, even love, is in- 
complete, and only the complete fulfilment of the law would be our right- 
eousness. Rightly Melanchthon: ‘‘ Dilectio est impletio legis, item est 
justitia, si id intelligatur de idea non de tali dilectione, qualis est in hac 
vita.” 

Ver. 9. ’Avakeda2.aovtar] ovvTéuws kal év Bpayel 7d wav araptivera: Tov évToAov 
70 épyov, Chrysostom. But ava is not to be neglected (is again comprised ; 
see on Eph. i. 10), and is to be referred to the fact that Lev. xix. 18 recapitu- 
lates, sammarily repeats, the other previously adduced commands in reference 
to one’s neighbour. Comp. Thilo, ad Cod. Apeer. p. 223.— The arrange- 
ment which makes the jifth’ commandment follow the siath is also found in 
Mark x. 19, Luke xviii. 20 (not in Matt. xix.-18), Jas. ii. 11, in Philo, de 
decal., and Clement of Alexandria, Strom. vi. 16. The LXX. have, accord- 
ing to Cod. A, the order of the Masoretic original text ; but in Cod. B the 
sixth commandment stands immediately after the fourth, then the seventh, 
and afterwards the fifth ; whereas at Deut. v. 17, according to Cod. B, the 
order of the series is: siz, five, sevenin the LXX., as here in Paul. The 
latter followed copies of the LX X. which had the same order. The deviations 
of the LXX. from the original text in such a case can only be derived from a 
diversity of tradition in determining the order of succession in the decalogue, 
not from speculative reasons for such a determination, for which there is no 
historical basis.? — On ayar. &¢ éavrdév,* see on Matt. xxii. 39. 


that Paul would surely (!) have written 6 
yap Tov ETepov ayam@v Tov vopnov memAjp. AS 
though the very order 6 ayanay tov érepov 
were not the most common of all (viii. 38, 
87; 1 Cor. ii. 9; Gal, ii. 20; Eph. v. 28, e¢ al.)! 
Quite as common is the use of vénos without 
the article for the (comp. ver. 10) Mosaic 
law ; see on ii. 12. 

1 Reckoning according to the Lutheran 
mode of division. 

2 This also against Hofmann, who thinks 
that the order of succession in our passage 
might be founded on the fact that the rela- 


tion of man and woman according to the order 
of creation is earlier than that of man and 
man,ete. An arbitrarily invented reason, 
which indeed must have occasioned the 
transposition of the fourth commandment 
to a place after the sixth. 

3 Of the reading ceavrév (Lachm., Tisch.), | 
although preponderantly attested, we must 
judge asin Gal. v. 4. In the Greek writers 
also the emendation ceavr. is very frequent- 
ly found in the codd. instead of éaur., where 
by the latter the second personis meant. 
See especially Kiihner, ad Xen, Mem. i. 4. 9. 
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Ver. 10. Since all, that the law forbidsus to do to our neighbour, is 
morally evil, Paul may now summarily conclude his grounding of the com- 
mandment of love, as he here does. —épydfec#a with ri 7c instead of ria te 
is also found, though not frequently, in the Greek writers ; comp. 2 Macc. 
xiv. 40; Eur. Hee. 1085 and Pflugk im loc.; Kiithner, Il. 1, p. 277.— rijpopa 
vouov } ayarn] 6 yap ayaray Tov étepov véuov rerAgpoxe, ver. 8. Other inter- 
pretations of rAfpoya (‘id quod in lege summum est,” Ch. Schmidt, ~ 
Rosenmiiller ; ‘‘ plus enim continet quam lex, est everriculum omnis injus- 
titiae,” Grotius ; see on the other hand Calovius) are opposed to the con- 
text. Comp. Gal. v. 14, where the point of view of the fulfilment of the 
law by love is still more comprehensive. Observe, moreover, that z/jpwya 
is not equivalent to rA“pworc, but in the love of one’s neighbour that whereby 
the law is fulfilled has taken place and is realized.—The commentary on this 
point, how love works no ill to one’s neighbour, is given by Paul in 1 Cor. 
xiii. 4-7. 

Ver. 11. For compliance with the preceding exhortation to love, closing 
with ver. 10, Paul now presents a further weighty motive to be pondered, 
and then draws in turn from this (vv. 12 ff.) other exhortations to a Chris- 
tian walk generally. —xai rovto] our and that, i.e. and indeed, especially as 
you, etc. It adds something peculiarly worthy of remark—here a further 
motive particularly to be noted—to the preceding. See on this usage, 
prevalent also in the classics (which, however, more frequently use xa? traira), 
Hartung, I. p. 146; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 147. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8 ; 
Eph. ii. 8; Phil. i. 28 ; Heb. xi. 12. That to which here rovro points back 
is the injunction expressed in ver. 8, and more precisely elucidated in vv. 
8-10, uydevt yndév Odeidere, et wp K.7.2. The repetition of it is represented by 
tovro, so that thus eldérec attaches itself to the injunction which is again 
present in the writer’s conception, and hence all supplements’ (Bengel and 
several others, rovetre ; Tholuck, rovduev) are dispensed with. The connec- 
tion of rovro with eidérec (Luther, Gléckler) complicates the quite simple lan- 
guage, as is also done by Hofmann, who makes rév xavpév the object of toro 
eidérec, and brings out the following sense : ‘‘and having this knowledge of 
the time, that, or, and so.knowing the time, that.” Even in Soph. O. T. 37? 
Kai rav7’ 1s simply and indeed ; the use of rovro as absolute object is irrelevant 
here (see Bernhardy, p. 106 ; Kiihner, I. 1, p. 266), because rotro in the 
sense of in such a manner would necessarily derive its more precise contents 
from what precedes. That which Hofmann means, Paul might have express- 
ed by x. rovro eid. rod Karpov : Kithner, I. 1, p. 238. —eidérec] not consider- 
antes (Grotius and others), but : since you know the (present) period, namely, 
in respect of its awakening character (see what follows). — 67 pa x.7.4.] 
Kpexegesis of cidér. tov karpdv : that, namely, it is high time that we finally 
(without waiting longer, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 600) should wake out of 
sleep. 67 does not belong to dpa, but to Aude & brvov éy., and by ixvoe is 
denoted figuratively the condition in which the true moral activity of life is 
bound down and hindered by the power of sin. In this we must observe with 


1 Hofmann (citing ver. 42) professes to ever, makes moremark upon the kai radr’ of 
have compared Wunder én loc., who, how- __ the passage, p. 18, ed. 3, 
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what right Paul requires this éyep9ijvac é¢ irvov of the regenerate (he even in- 
cludes himself), He means, forsooth, the ful/ moral awakening, the ethical 
elevation of life in that jinal degree, which is requisite in order to stand 
worthily before the approaching Son of man (see immediately below, viv yap 
k.7.A.); and in comparison with this the previous moral condition, in which 
much of a sinful element was always hindering the full expression of life, 
appears to him still as #rvoc, which one must finally lay aside as on awaken- 
ing out of morning slumber. The Christian life has its new epochs of 
awakening, like faith (see on John ii. 11), and love to the Lord (John xiv. 
28), and the putting on of Christ (ver, 14). This applies also in opposition 
to Reiche, who, because Christians were already awakened from the ethical 
sleep, explains trvoc as an image of the state of the Christian on earth, in so 
Jar as he only at first forecasts and hopes for blessedness,—quite, however, 
against the Pauline mode of conception elsewhere (Eph. v. 14 ; 1 Thess. 
vy. 6 ff.; comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 34). — viv yap x.t.4.] Proof of the preceding 
@pa x.7.4. The viv is related to 7d7 not as the line to the point (Hofmann, 
following Hartung), but as the objective Now to the subjective (present in con- 
sciousness); comp. on the latter, Baeumlein, Partik. p. 140 ff. viv is related 
to apres (comp. on Gal. i. 10) as line to point. — 7juév] Does this belong to the 
adverb éyytrepov (Beza, Castalio, and others, including Philippi, Hofmann), 
or to 7 cwrypia (Luther, Calvin, and others, following the Vulgate)? The 
former is most naturally suggested by the position of the words ; the latter 
would allow an emphasis, for which no motive is assigned, to fall upon judv. 
—7 ouwrnpial the Messianic salvation, namely, in its completion, as introduced 
by the Parousia, which Paul, along with the whole apostolical church, 
regarded as near, always drawing nearer, and setting in even before the decease of 
the generation. Comp. Phil. iv. 5 ; 1 Pet. iv. 7 ; see also Weiss, bibl. Theol. 
p. 426. Not recognizing the latter fact,—notwithstanding that Paul brings 
emphatically into account the short time from his conversion up to the 
present time of his writing (viv),—commentators have been forced to very 
perverted interpretations ; e.g. that deliverance by death was meant (Photius 
and others), or the destruction of Jerusalem, a fortunate event for Chris- 
tianity (Michaelis, following older interpreters), or the preaching among the 
Gentiles (Melanchthon), or the inner curnpia, the spiritual saloation of Chris- 
tianity (Flacius, Calovius, Morus, Flatt, Benecke, Schrader, comp. Gléckler). 
Rightly and clearly Chrysostom says: éxi Otpacre yap, gyolv, 6 Tip¢ 
Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia : cwrypiay d2 juov 
KaAdei THY avdoracwr, éretdy Tote THE GANOiwAc aroAabouev cwrypiac. But the nearer 
the blessed goal, the more wakeful and vigilant we should be. —# dre éxcor. } 


Kploews éoryke Karpoc. 


1 pov, as well as ¢yyvTepov nuayv and y owrnpia, 
the latter in the final-historical sense, is to be 
left textually in the clear and definite literal 
meaning, in contradistinction to which 
inexact and vacillating generalizations of 
the concrete relation expressed by Paul, 
which mix up the nearness of time with the 
ethical approach, appear inadmissible. 
This applies also against Hofmann, accord- 


ing to whom the expectation of the near 
return of Christ is not found at all in the 
Epistle to the Romans (see Hofmann on 
Col. p. 181); and Paul is here supposed to 
say that salvation came near to them,at the 
time when they became believers through the 
very fact of their becoming believers (2), but 
that now, after that they are believers (2), it 
stands so much (?)-the nearer to them. 
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than when we became believers ;? 1 Cor. iii. 5, xv. 2; Gal. ii, 16; Mark xvi. 
16; Acts xix, 2, and frequently. 

Ver. 12. To tivo corresponds here as correlate 7 iE, 7.¢. the time before the 
Parousia, which ceases, when with the Parousia the day arrives. vig and jpépa 
are accordingly figures for the aidy oiro¢ and péA2uv, and jpépa is not equivalent 
to owrnpta (de Wette), but the day brings the curypia. [See Note CXXXVL. p. 
502.] Comp. Heb. x. 25.— The image is appropriate ; for in regard to the 
knowledge, righteousness, and glory which will have a place in the future 
aiév, this approaching blessed time will be related to the imperfect present 
time as day to night. Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly remarks : 7 uépav Kasei 
Tov ard THC TOV XpiaTov mapovoiac Kaipov. . . VOKTA dé TOV Pd TObTOV Xpdvov. — 
mpoéxower| not : is past (Luther), but : has made progress, processit (see Gal.i. 
14; Lukeii. 52; 2 Tim. ii. 46 ; Lucian, Soloec. 6 ; Joseph. Bell. iv. 4. 6), so 
that the day is no longer distant. It is very possible that Paul conceived 
to himself the time of the approach of the Parousia as the time of twilight, 
with which conception both the preceding épa uae 767 «.7.2. and the follow- 
ing aroféyeha aptly agree. — arofdyueba] as one puts off garments. This way of 
conceiving it (in opposition to Fritzsche and Hofmann) corresponds to the 

correlate évdvoduefa, comp. on Eph. iv. 22. The égpya tov oxérove, i.e. the 
works, whose element, wherein they are accomplished, 7s darkness (comp. 
Eph, v. 11), the condition of spiritual want of knowledge and of the domin- 
ion of sin, are regarded as night-clothes, which the sleeper has had on, and 
which he who has risen is now to put off. — évdvcdueba| of the putting on of 
“rms (6rAa, a8 Vi. 18), Which in part are drawn on like garments. Comp. 
Eph. vi. 11 ; 1 Thess. v. 8.— Tov wdc] not glittering arms (Grotius, Wet- 
stein), but in contrast to tod cxdérove: arms (i.e. dispositions, principles, 
modes of action) which belong to the element of (spiritual) light, which one has 
‘as tedwtiouévoc by virtue of his existence and life in the divine truth of sal- 
vation. ov gwrdéc, has the spiritual sense, as also previously tov cxérove, as 
being in the application of that which was said of the vi and juépa 3 but the 
metaphorical expressions are selected as the correlates of vit and 7juépa. — The 
‘Christian is a warrior in the service of God and Christ against the kingdom 
of darkness. Comp. Eph, vi. 11, 12; 2 Cor. vi. 7, x. 4; 1 Thess. v. 8; 1 
Dimi LS ss Rom yori Sis 

Ver. 13.° ‘Q¢ év juépa] as one walks in the day (when one avoids everything 
unbecoming), This in a moral sense, Paul desires, should be the ruling 
principle of the Christian, who sees the day already dawning (ver. 12). — 
evoxnudvac| becomingly, 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Cor. vii. 85, xiv. 40. It is moral 
decorum of conduct. —kduore «.7.2.] The datives are explained from the no- 
tion of the way and manner in which the xepirareiy, 4.e. the inner and outward . 
conduct of life, ought not to take place (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 382), namely, 


1Incorrectly Luther: ‘than when we 
believed it.” He appears, with Erasmus, to 
have thought of the belief, that salvation 


tine’s eye and heart on his opening the 
Bible, decided him, already prepared by 
the preaching of Ambrose, to final repent- 


was to be obtained under the law, by works. 
* For profane analogies, see Gataker, ad 
Anton. p. 58. 


*This verse, which once struck Augus- 


ance and to baptism. Confess. viii. 12, 28 f. 
See Bindemann, d. heil. Augustinus, I. p. 
281 f. 
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not with revellings (duo ; see respecting this, on Gal. v. 21; Welker in 
Jacobs, Philostr. i. 2, p. 202 ff.) and carousals.(comp. Gal. v. 21), etc. The 
local view (Philippi) is less in keeping with the particulars mentioned, and 
that of dativus commodi (Fritzsche, comp. van Hengel) less befits the figura- 
tive verb. —koiracc] congressibus venereis (comp. on ix. 10), Wisd. iii. 18, and 
see Kypke, II. p. 185. — aoeAyeiarc| wantonness (especially of lust). See Titt- 
mann, Synon. p. 151.'— CHAw] jealousy (1 Cor. i. 11, iii. 38) ; neither anger 
(Fritzsche, Philippi, and others), which is not denoted by ¢7A0¢ (not even 
in 1 Cor. iii. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 20 ; Gal. v. 20), nor envy (Photius, Luther, and 
others), which is less in accordance with the preceding (koir. x. aoedy.), 
whiist strife and jealousy follow in the train of the practice of lust.—The 
three particulars adduced stand in the internal connection of cause and effect. 

Ver. 14. "Hvdicacfe +. kip. "I. Xp.] This is the specifically Christian 
nature of the eicyyudvoc reper. But the expression is figurative, signifying 
theidea : Unite yourselves in the closest fellowship of life with Christ, so that 
you may wholly present the mind and life of Christ in your conduct. In 
classical Greek also évdtecbai twa denotes to adopt any one’s mode of sentiment 
and action. See Wetsteinand Kypke. But the praesens efficacia Christi (see 
Melanchthon) is that which distinguishes the having put on Christ from the 
adoption of other exemplars. Comp. Gal. ili. 27; Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 
12; and on the subject-matter, viii. 9; 1 Cor. vi. 17 ; Photius in Oecu- 
menius : Tc dé airov évdutéov; el TavTa Huiv avroc ely, Eowflev Kal EEwHev év Huly 
gawouevoc. Observe further, that the having put on Christ in baptism was 
the entrance into the sonship of God (Gal. iii. 27), but that in the further 
development of the baptized one each new advance of his moral life (comp. on 
ver. 11) is to be a new putting on of Christ ; therefore it, like the putting 
on of the new man, is always enjoined afresh.* — kai tHe oapKoc K.t.A. | and make 
not care of the flesh unto lusts, i.e. take not care for the flesh to such a degree, 
that lusts are thereby excited. By py the rpdvocay rroveicba ec éxcO. together is 
forbidden, not (as Luther and many) merely the ei¢ é6., according to which 
the whole sentence would resolve itself into the two members : tHe o. mpdvotav 
yey roveiobe, GAAG py ele ew. In that case 7 must have stood after roveicbe 
(see xiv. 1) ; for a transposition of the negation is not to be assumed in any 
passage of the N. T. — ric capxéc] is emphatically prefixed, adding to the put- 
ting on of the Lord previously required, which is the spiritual mode of life, 
that which is to be done bodily. The capé is here not equivalent to céua (as 
is frequently assumed ; see on the other hand Calovius and Reiche), but is 
that which composes the material substance of man, as the source and seat of 
sensuous and sinful desires, in contrast to the rveiua of man with the vovc. Paul 
purposely chose the expression, because in respect of care for the body he 
wishes to present the point of view that this care nourishes and attends to 
the odp£, and one must therefore be on one’s guard against caring for the 
latter in such measure that the lusts, which have their seat in the odpé, are 
excited and strengthened. According to Fritzsche, Paul absolutely forbids 
the taking care for the odpé (he urges that capé must be libidinosa caro). But 


10On the sense of the plural, see Lucian, 2 Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 186 f. 
Amor, 21; iva pndév ayvofj mépos acedyetas, 
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to this the expression mpévocav roveiobe is not at all suitable. The flesh, so 
understood, is to be crucified (Gal. v. 24), the body as determined by it is to 
be put off (Col. ii. 11), its mpage are to be put to death (Rom. viii. 18), be- 
cause its ¢pévqua is enmity against God and productive of death (viii. 6, 7). 
The cdpé is here rather the living matter of the caua, which, as the seat of 
the ér#upia, in order to guard against the excitement of the latter, ought 
to experience a care that is to be restricted accordingly, and to be subordi- 
nated to the moral end (comp. on odp, 1 Cor. vii. 28, xv. 50 ;.2 Cor. iv. 10, 
11, vii. 1, 5, xii. 7; Gal. ii. 20, iv. 13, 14), In substance and in moral 
principle, the agecdia céparoc (Col. ii. 23) is different from this. Chrysostom 
aptly observes : Gorep yap ob Td rive éxdAvoer, GAA TO pebbecv, ove TO yauev, 
GAA TO doedyeiv, oUTws OvdE TO TpovoEiv THE GapKoc, GAAG TO El¢ ExLHupiac, oioVv TO 
riv xpelav brepBaivey. Moreover it is clear in itself, that Paul has added the 
second half of ver. 14 in view of what is to be handled in chap. xiv., and 
has thereby prepared the way for a transition to the latter. 


Notes By AMERICAN EDITOR. 


CXXXIV. Vv. 1, 2. doa wuy) .. . . troraccéchw x.7.A. 


Meyer supposes that Paul in the use of rdca wuy7 conceives of ‘‘man in 
reference to his soul-nature, in virtue of which he consciously feels pleasure and 
displeasure, etc., and cherishes corresponding impulses.” Weiss ed. Mey. de- 
nies this, and claims that the expression is employed because the thought turns 
here from duties of the common life of the Christian body to those of the in- 
dividual life (the wuy7 being the seat of the individuality of the man). Godet 
thinks it is connected with the idea that the obligation referred to is not one 
arising from the spiritual life of the believer, but belonging to the psychical life, 
which is common to all mankind. The use of the expression elsewhere, how- 
ever, shows that no such special sense is required, and it is much more proba- 
ble that the meaning is every soul, as equivalent to every man. (Comp. iii. 20; 
1 Cor, i. 29; cf. also ii. 9). So Philippi, Riickert, de Wette, Shedd, and others. 

Meyer, and Weiss apparently agrees with him in this point, holds that trepe- 
wxovoac refers to the higher authorities. The exhortation has its greatest em- 
phasis, no doubt, with reference to these, but the participle is apparently in- 
tended to designate all magistrates, ‘To all such, according to their station (cf. 
ver, 7), the Roman Christian is bidden to submit himself. The different words 
connected with the root of rdoow are especially noticeable in this and the fol- 
lowing verses ; jroraccéobw, Tetaypévar, avTitaccduevoc, duatay7. 

a} 6? odoa refers to the then existing authorities, but suggests the same thing 
as relating to all times and places. Civil government is ordained of God. 
It should be recognized and obeyed by the subject of it as Divinely instituted. 
The Apostle is not discoursing or philosophizing on civil government, however, 
as if for the sole purpose of unfolding its true theory. He isin the midst of 
practical exhortations which bear upon the daily living of his readers. Conse- 
quently he moves in his expressions within the sphere of their life ; calling 
attention to the actual magistrates under whom they were placed, to the func- 
tions which these magistrates exercised, to the powers which they possessed, to 
the duties and obligations owed to them, to the evil of resisting their authority, 
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What he says, accordingly, is to be interpreted (and to receive its proper 
limitations also) in view of this fact. The opinien entertained by some writers, 
that he denies here the right of revolution, is entirely without foundation. 
There is no reference to this subject in the passage. This right, if it exists 
under any circumstances,-is like that of self-defence, and the discussion of the 
question of its existence is altogether outside of the sphere of his present 
thought. In like manner, there is no ground in these verses for the idea that 
Paul declares capital punishment to be a right whose exercise by the supreme 
magistracy, in the case of certain crimes, should be continued during all ages. 
He simply refers to the power to inflict it as possessed by the government under 
which the readers lived, and as one ground of fear in case they did evil. A 
reference of this character added impressiveness to the suggestions of duty 
which he was giving for their guidance. But there was no occasion to go beyond 
this, and to announce the Divine will for other and distant times. The deci- 
sion of such questions, appertaining to the welfare of society and the methods 
of administration, is left to the enlightened Christian mind under the general 
influence of Christian truth. 

The exhortation here given to obey civil magistrates [as, also, those given 
elsewhere to wives and slaves, that they should yield obedience to their hus- 
bands and masters] was, doubtless, pressed by the Apostle with special earnest- 
ness, because of the doctrine of Christian equality which he had so emphati- 
cally preached. His converts and all who entered the new life were in danger 
of carrying this doctrine of equality into the sphere of social and family rela- 
tionships, and thus not only of falling into error, but of bringing reproach 
upon the Church and endangering the success of the cause. The understand- 
ing of all such practical directions in his Epistles, having reference to matters 
within this sphere, is to be influenced by this circumstance. The same direc- 
tion may have a deeper meaning or a greater emphasis in one age than in 
another, though it may not lose all force in any age. It.may, possibly, have 
great significance at an earlier period, and at a later one have even none 
at all. Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 5 f. as illustrating this point and presenting an in- 
stance of practical advice or commands, which no Christian thinks of as literally 
applicable to the ordinary life of to-day. Another instance is found in1 Tim, 
iii. 2, where the writer says that a bishop or elder should not marry a second 
time (i.e. after the death of.his first wife). 


OXXXYV. Ver. 7. amoddéte mace tac ddetdade, k.T.A. 


This verse is commonly regarded(so Meyer) as belonging with those which 
precede it, and mdou is supposed to mean all magistrates. Weiss ed. Mey. (with 
Reiche and others) connects it with ver. 8 ff. as a positive exhortation, to which 
ver. 8 answers asa negative. do, thus, refers to allmen. The most correct 
and satisfactory view may be that it is a transition verse, taking hold both of 
what goes before and what follows. The words custom and tribute are especially 
appropriate to the relation of the reader to the officers of state. Fear and honow, 
on the other hand, have no such limited application. The meaning is proba- 
bly this : Pay to all men their dues, whether these be tribute and custom, as to 
the civil authorities, or honour and fear or reverence, as to any who may deserve 
such respect. And then, passing to the new paragraph, the writer adds, Owe 
no man anything, except the debt which, though you are always paying it, can 
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never be fully paid. In these words there is an implied exhortation to love all, 
and a reason for this is found in the next clause: 6 yap ayanav Tov érepov vomov 
rerajpoxev. That vdéuov in this sentence, ver. 8, means the Mosaic law is evident 
from the fact that the proof (ver. 9) of its fulfilment is the fulfilling of the 
commands of the law of Moses. As véuoc stands on both sides of ver. 9 (vv. 8, 
10), and in immediate and necessary connection with it, it must refer to the 
same thing which is distinctly presented in that verse. 


CXXXVI. Ver. 12. 7 v0 mpoéxoper, 7 0é nuépa jyytrev. 


This compound sentence, together with the verse which precedes it, is intro- 
duved as an additional and special reason for giving heed to the words of ex- 
hortation already presented. Upon the thought which it expresses, however, 
is founded, also, the urgent appeal of the following verses to lay aside the 
works of darkness and to put on the armour of light. That the idea which it 
suggests is not that of the approach of the end of the earthly life for the in- 
dividual believer, but that of the nearness of the Parousia, is admitted by 
most of the recent commentators, That the latter idea, if found in all the 
phrases used in the passage, gives a significance and impressiveness to the 
words, which otherwise they cannot have, is beyond question. That the same 
is the case with other passages of a similar character, wherever they occur in 
the Pauline Epistles, is also true. That such forms of expression as occur in 
1 Cor, xy. 51, 52 and 1 Thess. iv. 15-17 are not easily explained except as in- 
volving this idea, will be evident to any one who considers how strange, or 
even impossible, it would be fora writer, having the ordinary view of the 
second coming which characterizes men of our own age, to use them in ad- 
dressing his fellow-Christians :—After those who have died shall have been 
raised from the dead, we who survive to the coming of the Lord shall be caught 
up in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord ; and, while the dead are thus to 
be raised, we shall be changed. The time of the Parousia was distinctly de- 
clared by Christ (Acts i. 7) to be outside of the limits of the Divine communi- 
cation to the Apostles. They were left, therefore, to the judgments and expec- 
tations of their own minds. Indeed, it seemsto have been God’s method in all 
matters of prophecy to reveal to His messengers the things which were to take 
place in the future, but to reserve within His own knowledge the date of their 
occurrence. : 

The genitive juov in ver. 11, by reason of its position in the sentence, is 
probably to be regarded as depending on éyyiirepov. The emphasis of this and 
the other expressions is very marked. The brief, critical season ; the hour has 
already come to awake; nearer to us now is the end than when we first be- 
lieved ; the night is far on ; the day is at hand ; let us put off what belongs to 
the darkness and put on what belongs to the light ; let us live as if already in 
the day ; let us take to ourselves the spirit and character and life-principle of 
the Lord, whom we are to meet at His coming. How impressively the words 
must have sounded, as Paul uttered them, and how powerfully they must have 
moved the Roman believers, if the full establishment of the kingdom seemed 
to their thought a thing of the near future. And with what force and earnest- 
ness must these phrases, following each other in rapid succession, have filled 
the exhortations, which had just been given, to love all men and do every 
duty of the Christian life, consecrating body and mind alike to God. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

Ver. 3. xa? 6] Lachm. and Tisch: 6 dé according to A BO D* &* 5, Clar. 
Goth. Clem. Damasc. Mechanical repetition from ver. 2. — Ver. 4. duvaroc¢ ydp 
gor] ABC D* FG ®& have dvvarei y¢p (commended by Griesb., adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch.) ; D*** Bas. Chrys. : divarog yap (so Fritzsche). The origi- 
nal is certainly dvvarei yép ; for dvvatéw is found elsewhere in the N. T. only in 
2 Cor. xiii. 3, and was there also in codd. exchanged for more current and bet- 
ter known expressions — 6 Qeéc¢] A B C* P &, Copt. Sahid. Arm. Goth. Aeth. 
Aug. et al. - 6 Kipco¢ (so Lachm. and Tisch.), the origin of which, however, is 
betrayed by dominus gus in Syr. Erp. It was here (at ver. 3 the connection 
furnished no occasion for it) written on the margin as a gloss, and supplanted 
the original 6 Oed¢. — Ver. 5.] Instead of 6¢ wév, AC P 8*, Vulg. codd. of It. 
Goth. and some Fathers have 6¢ yév ydp ; so Lachm. (bracketing ydp, however) 
and Tisch. 8. But the testimony in favour of the mere 6¢ yév is older, stronger, 
and more diffused ; as is frequently the case, yap was here awkwardly inserted 
to connect the thought. — Ver. 6. kat 6 ui) gpovadv tiv yuépar, Kvpig od dpover] is 
wanting in A BC* DEF GX, 23. 57. 67.** Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Ruf. Ambro- 
siast. Pel. Aug. Jer. al. Lat. ; Chrys. and Theodoret have it in the text. Con- 
demned by Mill, omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly, since the evidence 
for omission is so decisive, and since the interpolation was so very readily sug- 
gested by the sense of a want of completeness in the passage, in view of the 
following contrast, that the explanation of the omission from homoeoteleuton 
(Riickert, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Philippi, Tischendorf, and 
several others)—however easily it might have been occasioned thereby (espe- 
cially as xai before 6 éo9iwyv, which Elz. has not, is undoubtedly genuine)—appears 
nevertheless insufficient. Among the oldest witnesses, Syr. is too solitary in 
its support of the words not to suggest the suspicion of an interpolation in the 
text of the Peshito. — Ver. 8. drofvjckwuev] Lachm. both times has drofvyckouer, 
according toA DEF GPmin. But Paul has in no other place é¢yv with pres. 
indic. (in Gal. i. 8 only K and min. have the indic.), and how easily might a 
slip of the pen take place here !— Ver. 9. Before aréQave Elz. and Scholz have 
«al, against decisive testimony.— Afler aéOave Elz. has xai avéorn (which is 
wanting in A BC 8*, Copt. Arm. Aeth. and Fathers), and afterwards, instead 
of étyoev, avétyoev (against largely preponderating evidence). Further, F G, 
Vulg. Boern. Or. Cyr. (twice) Pel. Ambr. Fulgent. have not é(jcev at all, although 
they have avéory (therefore aréave kai avéorn) ; D BH, Clar. Germ. Ir. Gaud. have 
even étyoe x. dnéGave x. dvéorn, but D** L P 8** Syr. p. and several Fathers : 
dréOave k, dvéotn k. &tyoe. The origin of all these variations is readily explained 
from dréGave cai éyoev (Lachm. and Tisch.), the best attested, and for that very 
reason, among the many differences, to be set down as original. First &yoev 
was glossed by dvéorn, comp. 1 Thess. iv. 14. Thus there arose, through the 
adoption of the gloss. instead of the original word, the reading drédave kaj 
avéorn ; and by the adoption of the gloss along with the original word, in some 
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cases dméOQave k. itnoe k. avéorn, in some cases arélave x. avéotn K. ECnoev (SO 
Matth.) —whence there then arose, by an accidental or designed repetition of 
the AN, the a7é0. «. dvéorn x. dvégnoev of the Recepta (very feebly attested, and 
diffused by Erasmus), Finally, the transposition éy0¢ «. aré§ave x. avéorn 
was formed, after dxéave x. avicrn was already read, by mistaken criticism, in- 
asmuch as there was a desire to restore the original é¢yce, but the non-genuine- 
ness of dvécrn was as little known as the proper place for é{jce, and hence the 
latter, explained of the earthly life of Jesus, was placed before a7é0. — Ver. 10- 
Xpiorov] AB C* DEF G 8* and several vss. and Fathers: Oe0d. So Lachm. 
and Tisch., also Fritzsche. Rightly ; Xpscrod was introduced from the preced- 
ing, and perhaps also (comp. Rufinus) through comparison of 2 Cor. v. 10. — 
Ver. 12. ducer] Lachm. : dnodiéce, according to B D* F G 39. Chrys. But this 
compound is the usual expression with /dyov. — Ver. 14. aizoi] Elz. : éavrod, 
instead of uirod (see exegetical notes). So again Tisch. 8, but only according 
to B C 8, Chrys. Dam. Theophyl. A reflexive more precise definition. — Ver. 
15. dé] Lachm. and Tisch. : ydp, which Griesb. also commended, according to 
decisive testimony. — Ver. 18. Instead of the Rec. év rodrouc, Lachm. and Tisch. 
have éy roitw, according to ABC D* F GP 8%, 5. Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. Ruf. 
Aug. But the Rec., sufficiently attested by D*** E L &**, and almost all min., 
Syr. utr. Goth. Chrys. Theodoret, Tert., is the more to be defended, since év 
Tovrw might very easily have intruded through the immediately preceding év 
mvevuate. ayia. It was less likely that rovrw should be converted into rovroc on 
account of the plurality of the particulars contained in ver. 17, The latter is 
rightly retained by Beng. Matth. Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel, and various 
others. — Ver. 19, didkapuev] The reading didkowev, adopted by Tisch. 8, although | 
in A BFGLPY, is an old error of the pen, attested by no version, aban- 
doned rightly also by Lachm. ed. maj. (in the ed. min. he had adopted it, written 
dpa, and taken the sentence interrogatively), — After a4a72. D E F G, Vulg. It. 
and a few Fathers have @vAdSwuev. A supplement. — Ver. 21. 7 oxavd. 7 do6.]| 
omitted by Tisch. 8, is wanting in A.C 67.** Syr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. and some 
Fathers, including Origen, The former is suspicious as an addition from ver. 
18, the latter as a gloss. However, in the case of synonyms, one or the other 
was often omitted, as e.g., in ver. 18, tpdcxoupa (and therewith 7) is wanting in 
B, and the evidence in favour of omission is not here sufficiently strong to con- 
demn the words. Instead of mpook. 7) cxavd, 7} acé., S* has merely Avreira, a 
gloss in itself correct according to ver. 15. — Ver. 22. After miorsv Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8 have #v, according to A B C 8, Copt. Ruf. Aug. Pel. A double 
writing of IN, or explanatory resolution, to which the weight of evidence of al- 
most all vss. and Greek Fathers especially is opposed. — On the doxology, xvi. 
25-27, not belonging to the end of chap. xiv., see critical notes on chap. xvi. 


As elsewhere (Acts xv. 1, 5 ; Gal. iii. 1 ff. ; Col. ii. 16 ff.), so there were 
even in the predominantly Gentile-Christian community at Rome, among 
the Jenwish- Christian minority * belonging to it, persons. who sought still to 
retain the standpoint of pre-Christian legalism. But these Jewish-Christians 
in Rome had not, as elsewhere, come forward as the defenders of circum- 
cision, or generally in an aggressive anti-Pauline attitude. Hence Paul 


1 Comp, Beyschlag in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1867, p. 645. 
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speaks of them in so forbearing and mild a way, and keeps direct polemics 
entirely in the background. They were men not of hostile, but only of 
prejudiced minds, whose moral consciousness lacked the vigour to regard 
as unessential a peculiar asceticism, according to which they ate no flesh (ver. 
2), and drank no wine (ver. 21), and still held to the observance of the Jewish 
Jeast-days (ver. 5), passing judgment withal, as is usually the case with 
men of a separatist bias, on those who were more free, but only earning the 
contempt of these in return, In presence of this asceticism, and in respect 
of its main feature, namely, abstinence from flesh and wine, the question 
arises : Was it based generally (Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, 
Caloyius, and many others, including Reiche and K®6llner) on the Mosaic- 
Jewish ordinances respecting meat and drink ? or, in particular (Clement 
of Alexandria, Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Michaelis, Anm., Flatt, Neander, 
Reithmayr, Tholuck, Philippi), on the dread of heathen sacrificial flesh and 
sacrificial wine (comp. the apostolic decrees, Acts xv.) ? or on both (Eras- 
mus, Toletus, and others, including Riickert, Borger, de Wette) ? Against 
the jirst of these three possibilities it may be urged that vv. 2 and 21 do 
not allow us to assume any limitation of the abstinence at all, but require it 
to be understood of flesh and wine generally ; while, on the other hand, 
the law does not forbid all flesh and does not forbid wine at all, and the 
Rabbins forbid only the flesh slaughtered by the Goyim and the wine of 
the Goyim (see Eisenmenger, entdecht. Judenth. II. pp. 616 ff., 620 f£.). To 
assume now, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, that those 
persons had abstained from all flesh for the reason that they might not be 
blamed by the others on account of their despising swine’s flesh, or from 
contempt towards the Gentiles (rwéc in Theodoret), would be completely 
arbitrary, indeed opposed to the text ; for they themselves were on one 
side the censurers, on the other the despised, ver. 8. Against the second 
opinion, that the abstinence in question referred only to the jlesh offered in 
sacrifice to idols (Acts xv.) and the wine of libation (see Mischn. Surenh. IV. 
pp. 369, 884 ; Eisenmenger, /.c. p. 621), it may be urged that the whole 
section contains not a word on the sacrificial character of the flesh and wine, 
while yet we are bound to conclude from 1 Cor, viii. and x. that Paul would 
not have passed by this essential aspect of the matter without touching on 
it and turning it to account. Hence also the third view, which combines 
these, cannot be approved. In fact, the Jewish-Christian abstinence in 
question appears rather to be a supra-legal anxiety, such as was nothing rare in 
Judaism at that time (Philo, in Eusebius, Praep. ev. vil. jin. ; Josephus, Vie. 
2,3 ; Grotiuson ver. 2 ; Ritschl, in the theol. Jahrb. 1855, p. 353), under the in- 
fluence of Hssenie principles (see Ritschl, althath. K. pp. 184, 187). It appears 
certainly as an éeAofpyoKeia, brought over from Judaism into Christianity 
by persons of Essenic tendencies, and fostered by the ethics of Christianity, 
which combated the flesh.’ By its adherents, however, among the Jewish-Chris- 


1 Respecting the Apostle Matthew, Cle- of the Lord, Augustine, ad Faust. xxii. 8, 
ment of Alexandria, Paedag. ii.1, p. 174 relates that he had used neither flesh nor 
Pott., informs us that he ate only vegeta- wine. Comp. Hegesippus in Eusebius ii. 
bles no flesh ; and of James, the brother 23. Butsee Ritschl, p. 224f. The Peter of 
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tians of Rome at that time, it was not maintained in opposition to justification 
by faith, but was so practised without pretentiousness and polemics (and 
in particular without separation from a common table with the Gentile 
Christians), that the wisdom of the apostolic teaching deemed it inappro- 
priate to enter into special conflict with such a remnant of an Essenic ’Iov- 
daife, or to speak of it otherwise than with the most cautious forbearance. 
Baur, I. p. 381 ff., declares those persons to be Hbionite Christians (accord- 
ing to Epiphanius, Haer. xxx. 15, the Ebionites abstained from all use of 
flesh, because flesh originated from generation ; see Ritschl, p. 205). But 
against this view it may at once be urged,’ that complete abstinence from 
wine on the part of the Ebionites is nowhere expressly attested ; and fur- 
ther, that, if the weak brethren at Rome had been persons who regarded 
the use of flesh as on principle and absolutely sinful, as was the case with 
Ebionitism, Paul would not have expressed himself so mildly and tolerantly 
respecting an error which would have been fundamental, dualistic as it 
was and opposed to justification by faith. Moreover, the Ebionites date 
only from the destruction of Jerusalem (see Uhlhorn, d. Homil. u. Recogn. d. 
Clem. p. 387 ff.); hence the Roman weak brethren could only be termed 
Ebionitic in so far as their abstinence had the same root with the asceticism 
of the Ebionites, viz. Essenism. That among the numerous Roman Jews, 
who had arrived as prisoners of war from Palestine, there were various 
Essenes who thereafter became Christians, cannot be subject to any well- 
founded doubt (comp. Ritschl, p. 233 f.). And the less reason is there to 
call in question not merely the Ebionitic, but also the Hssenic, root of the 
phenomenon (Th. Schott). To refer it to the general interest of world-deny- 
ing holiness does not suffice for the explanation of the several passages, and 
in particular does not explain the observance of days and the impure char- 
acter which was attributed to the use of flesh (ver. 14). Hence, too, we 
are not, with Hofmann, to abide by the mere general conclusion, that doubt 
prevailed as to whether it was compatible with the holiness of the church 
of God to use such food as man had not assigned to him from the beginning, 
and as the Christian should for this very reason rather dispense with than 
enjoy for the sake of good cheer. Thus the matter would amount to an odd 
theoretic reflection, without any connection with historical concrete ante- 
cedent relations,—a view with which we can the less be content, since the 
observance of days cannot exegetically be got rid of as a point which had 
likewise occasioned dispute (see on ver. 5). Eichhorn takes the weak 
brethren to be earlier, mostly Gentile-Christian adherents of ascetico-philo- 
sophie, chiefly Neo-Pythagorean principles. There was certainly at that time 
diffused among the Gentiles, through the influence of the Neo-Pythagorean 
philosophy, an abstinence quite analogous to that Jewish one, as we know 
from Senec. Hp. 108, Porphyr. De abstin., and others (see Grotius on ver. 2, 
and Reiche, II. p. 463 f.); but, on the other hand, that view is at variance 
partly with ver. 5 (comp. Col. ii. 16, 17), partly with xv. 8, 9, where Paul 


the Clementines also practises this absti- may be derived from Essenism (the ordi- 
nence. nary view, ably defended by Ritschl in op- 
1 Whether the Ebionites of Epiphanius position to Schliemann) or not. 
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sedulously brings into view the theocratic dignity of the Jews, while he bids 
the Gentiles praise God on account of grace—which is most in harmony with 
the view that the despised weak ones are to» be sought among the former. 
It may be also conjectured a priori that our ascetics, if they had arrived at 
their habit by the path of philosophy, would hardly have behaved them- 
selves in so passive and “unpretentious a manner and have. been merely re- 
garded by Paul just as weak ones.’ We may add that vv. 5, 6 do not jus- 
tify us in assuming two parties among the Roman weak brethren, so that the 
Kpivovrec juépav Tap’ juépav, ver. 5, are to be distinguished from the Adyava 
éofiovrec, ver. 2,—the formeras the stricter and probably Palestinian, the 
latter as the freer and probably Hellenistic, Jewish-Christians (so Philippi). - 
As the observance of the feast days, especially of the Sabbaths, was essen- 
tially bound up with the Essenic tendency, the assumption of such a sepa- 
ration cannot be justified exegetically (from the xpivew). Just as little is 
there exegetical ground for the view that the community addressed and in- 
structed in xiv. 1 ff. is notified as being Jewish-Christian in its main com- 
position ; whereas xv. 1 ff. betrays a Gentile-Christian minority, which had 
been more exclusive and intolerant towards the weak than the great body 
of the church, the relation of whom to the weak the apostle has in view 
in chap. xiv. (Mangold, p. 60 ff.) 

Vv. 1-12. Summons to brotherliness towards the weak ones (ver. 1). First 
point of difference between the two parties, and encouragement in relation to it 
(vv. 2-4). Second point of difference, and encouragement in relation to it (ver. 
5). The right point of view for both in their differences (ver. 6), and reason 
assigned for it (vv. 7-9) ; reproof and disallowance of the opposite conduct (vv. 
10-12). 

Ver. 1. Aé] passing over from the due limitation of care for the flesh (xiii. 
14) to those who, in the matter of this limitation, pursue not the right course, 
but one springing from weakness of faith. —rdv dofevoivta rh wiorer] [See 
Note CXXXVII. p. 522.] That siore here also denotes faith in Christ, is 
self-evident ; the infirmity, however, is not conceived of—according to the 
general rdvta duvard TG micrebovte (Mark ix. 23 ; 1 Cor. xiii. 2)—in a general 
sense and without any more precise character, but, in conformity with the 
context (see vv. 2, 14, 22, 23), as a want of that ethical strength of faith, in 
virtue of which one may and should have, along with his faith, the regu- 
lative principle of moral conviction and certainty corresponding to its nature 
and contents. In this more definite and precise sense those ascetics were 
weak in faith. Had they not been so, the discernment of conscience and 
assurance of conscience, analogous to faith, would have enabled them to be 


1 Against Eichhorn’s view also, as it seems 
to me, the passage in Origen militates: 6pa 
88 Kal tHv Stahopay Tod aitiov THs TOY EMYXwV 
amox}s Tav ard Tod Iv@aydpov kai Tay ev 
Qucv aokytav. “Exetvoe mév yap dua tov mept 
Wuxis meTeverwmaroupervns MOOV Euypvxwv ame: 
xovrar . . . mets S€ Kay Td TOLODTO TpaTTHLEY, 
movodmey add, émel UTwTLdGomEey TO TOMA Kal 
Sovraywyodmer K.T.A. (¢. Cels. 4), Where Origen 


distinguishes expressly the Pythagorean 
abstinence as something fundamentally 
(ideally) different from the Christian, and 
traces the latter to an idea, which quite 
merited the lenient treatment of the apes- 
tle and makes the continuance of this as- 
ceticism in the Christian Church very 
readily intelligible. 
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free from doubt and scruple in respect to that which, in the life of faith, 
was right or wrong, allowable or not allowable, and to act accordingly ; 
and consequently, in particular, to raise themselves above the adiaphora as 
such, without prejudice and ethical narrowness. It is therefore evident that 
the do0évera rH riore: carries with it defectiveness of moral yréouc, but this does 
not justify the explaining of x/orve as equivalent to yréov¢e (Grotius and others), 
or as equivalent to doctrine believed (Beza, Calvin). — zpoctayPdvecte] take to 
you, namely, to the intercourse of Christian brotherly fellowship. The oppo- 
site would be an éxkdeicar OéAecv (comp. Gal. iv. 17), whereby they, instead of 
being attracted, might be forced to separation. So in substance, Erasmus, 
Grotius, Estius, Semler, Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, Riickert, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Hofmann, etc. But others take it as : interest yourselves 
in him, ‘‘of furthering, helpful support” (Olshausen, comp. Chrysostom), 
which, however, zpociauPévecbai twa does not mean. Acts xxviii. 2 is ap- 
pealed to, where, however, zpocd. is to take to oneself,—a meaning which is 
here also required by zpoceAdBero, ver. 3, as wellas by xv. 7, comp. also xi. 15. 
— ph ei¢ duaxpioece dtadoy.| not to judgings of thoughts. [See Note CXXXVIII. 
p- 523.] dcaxpicese deadoy. is a result, which in the case of the enjoined zpoo- 
Zauf. must not be come to, so that thus pz ei¢ dvaxp. dtad. contains a negative 
more precise definition of xpoctauBavecfe, in the sense, namely : not in such a 
manner that the rpocrauBavecbar, which you bestow on the weak, issues in 
judgments passed on the thoughts. Those persons formed their ideas under 
the influence of conscience ; such scruples should be indulgently treated by 
the stronger, and criticisms passing judgments on them should not be insti- 
tuted, whereby the rpocAauSdvecta: would be abused, Thus didxpiorc, diju- 
dicatio, retains its usual signification (Heb. v. 14 ; 1 Cor. xii. 10 ; Plato, Legg. 
vi. p. 765 A, xi. p. 987 B; Lucian, Herm. 69) ; and diatoyioude likewise 
(Matt. xv. 19 ; Mark vii. 21 ; Luke ix. 46, etal. ; Rom. i. 21 ; 1 Cor. iii. 20). 
Nothing is to be supplied, but eic¢ is simply to be taken in the sense of the 
result (as just previously el¢ éi@., xiii, 14), not even as wsque ad (Reiche). 
Substantially in agreement with this view of dvaxpic. deadoy. are Chrysostom, 
Grotius, and others, including Kéllner, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, Fritzsche, Krehl, Tholuck, Hofmann, likewise Reiche, who, 
however, makes the prohibition apply to both parties, which is opposed to 
the text, since the exhorted subject is the church, in contradistinction to its 
weak members, while the weak alone are the object of the exhortation. Au- 
gustine aptly, Propos. 78 : ‘‘non dijudicemus cogitationes infirmorum, quasi 
ferre audeamus sententiam de alieno corde, quod non videtur.” Others 
take dvaxpicece as doubts, which are not to be excited in the thoughts of the 
weak. 0 Luther, Bengel, Cramer, Ernesti, Morus, Bbhme, Ammon, Flatt, 
Klee, Olshausen, Philippi, Umbreit. But dvdxpuore never means doubt,! and 
therefore is not to be explained with Ewald, who takes the words as an ad- 
dition by way of exclamation : ‘‘ may it not come from doubts to thoughts! 
may such an one not become uncertain in his conscience!” Following the 


' Neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere in distinction; as also in Oecumenius on 
Greek. Theodoret on ver. 22 f. is appealed ver. 20. ' 
to, but there Svdxkpuots is to be taken as 
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Vulgate, Beza, Camerarius, Er. Schmid, Toletus, Estius, Gléckler, and oth- 
ers, dcdxp. has also been explained as dispute, which is not unfrequently its 
meaning in the classics (Plato, Legg. vi. p. 768 A ; Polybius, xviii. 11. 8). 
But dispute concerning thoughts would be at least far from clearly expressed 
by the mere genitive (instead of mepi diadoy.) ; and the notion disceptatio 
(CArnowc, ovtfrjoic) 18 nowhere denoted in the N. T. by dcdkpiote. Rickert 
takes it as separation: ‘But be on your guard lest the consequence thereof 
may possibly be this, that thoughts and sentiments are severed, become more 
abruptly parted.”  Avdxpsoue may certainly bear this meaning (Job xxxvii. 
16 ; Plato, Phil. p. 32 A) ; but in that case the article must have stood be- 
fore diaAoy., and the climactic sense (more abruptly) would be gratuitously 
imported. 

Ver. 2. More particular discussion of the subject, and in the first place, 
exhibition of the jirst point of difference between the two parties. — bc wév| without 
a corresponding 6é¢ dé, instead of which there is at once put the definite 6 62 
ao0.: theone (i.e. the strong) believes, etc. ; but the weak, etc. Comp. Kthner, 
ad Xen. Anab. ii. 3. 15 ; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 507. —moreber dayeiv rdvta 
may mean : he is convinced that he may eat all things, so that the notion ééeivac 
is implied in the relation of the verbal notion to the infinitive (Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 753f.; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 235 [E. T. 273 f.]) ; so Tholuck, 
Borger, and older interpreters. But more agreeable to the 77 ricre, ver. 1, 
and to the contrast 6 acfev., is the rendering : he has the confidence, the assur- 
ance of faith, to eat all things ; Winer, p. 302 [E. T. 322]. Comp. Dem. 866. 
1, and generally Kriiger, § 61. 6. 8. To supply éore (van Héngel) is in ac- 
cordance with the sense, but unnecessary. — Adyava] excludes, according to 
the connection, ald use of flesh, not merely that of Levitically unclean ani- 
mals, or of flesh sacrificed to idols, or on feast and fast days,— limitations 
of which nature are introduced by most interpreters (including Reiche, 
Kéllner, Neander, Tholuck, Philippi). The weak in faith eats no flesh, but 
vegetables are his food. Comp. Wieseler in Herzog’s Hncyklop. XX. p. 595. 
[See Note CXXXIX. p. 524. ] 

Ver. 3. Prohibition for each of the two parties. [See Note CXL. p. 524.] 
‘The self-consciousness of strength misleads into looking down with contempt 
on the weak ; the narrowness of weakness is unable to comprehend the free 
thinking of the strong one, and judges it. —xpwérw] defined by the connec- 
tion as a condemning judgment, pronouncing against the true Christian char- 
acter, as in ii. 1 and frequently. — 6 @cd¢ yap «.7.4.] ground assigned for j7) 
kpwéto 3 hence airév is to be referred to rdv éobiovra (i.e. him who eats all 
things), not with Reiche (following Calvin and others) to both, the strong 
and the weak, against which ver. 4 is also decisive. — rpooeAdpero] has, 
taken him to Himself, namely, into His fellowship (comp. ver. 1) through 
Christ ; not : into His house as servant (see on ver. 4), as Vatablus, Reiche, 
and Hofmann hold. —In 6 Oed¢ yap «.t.2. is contained the contrariety to God 
of this cpivecv, and its consequent impiety ; and 

Ver. 4 then adds what a presumptuous intermeddling such a kpivew is. In 
this the emotion rises to an animated apostrophe, addressed to the weak in 
faith who passes judgment, not to both parties, as Reiche and Tholuck think 


510 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 
for xpivev corresponds to the xpivéra of ver. 8.—ovd tic ei] comp. ix. 20. It 
discloses the presumption, without however standing in the relation of 
apodosis to the preceding 64 @cd¢ aitdv rpoceAdBero (Hofmann), which is no- 
wise indicated and is forbidden by the fact that the following relation of 
domestic slave points to Christ as Master. — 4226rp.ov oixérnv] who is not in 
thy domestic service,* butin that of another. This otheris Christ (see ver. 6), 
not God, who is rather distinguished from the master by dvuv. yap x.t.2. —TO 
idiw kvpig| to his own master. The dative denotes the relation of subordination to 
the interest of the idioc Ktpioc (Bernhardy, p. 85). His own master, and no 
other, is interested therein ; whence the incompetence of the xpivew is 
obvious. — The figurative standing and falling is either explained of standing 
Jirm (Ps. i. 4 ; Luke xxi. 36), and of being condemned (causa cadere) in the 
divine judgment (Calvin, Cornelius & Lapide, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and 
others, including Reiche, Kéllner, Borger, Tholuck, Philippi), or, asin 1 Cor. 
x. 12, of continuance and non-continuance in the state of true Christian faith 
and life. So in substance, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Toletus, Bengel, 
Semler, and others, including Flatt, de Wette, Fritzsche, Riickert, Maier, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Umbreit, van Hengel, Hofmann. The use of rizrew 
would not tell against the former (Hofmann), for it would have its warrant 
as contrast to the céfecfa in the divine judgment figuratively set forth by 
the standing; ? but the second explanation is to be preferred, partly because 
the unwarranted xpivey denied to the more free the possession of a right 
Christian frame of life, partly because of the following duvaret yap x.7.A. 
For to make to*stand in the judgment, ¢.e. without figure, to acquit and pro- 
nounce righteous,* is not the work of divine power, but ef grace. But accord- 
ing to His power (against Reiche’s objection to this, see Eph. iii. 20) God 
effects an inner strengthening, so that the Christian stands in that which is 
good, and even he who thinks more freely does not succumb to the dangers 
to which the nature of his Christian faith and life is exposed by the very 
fact of his freer principles, but perseveres in the true Christian state. For 
this Paul looks to God’s power, and promises it. When Tholuck, on the 
ground of the reading 6 xpuo¢ finds the thought, that the Judge will even find 
out sufficient reasons for exculpation, this is a pure importation into the text. 
dvvarsi] See on 2 Cor. xiii’ 83. Comp. Clem. Hom. i. 6. 

Ver. 5. Second point of difference, as is evident from the contents them- 
selves, and in particular from the general laying out of the representation, 
which is quite similar in form to ver. 2. Hence we are not here to find, 


1 oixérys is nowhere else found in Paul; 


Anabd., iv. 5. 85, vi. 1), is here irrelevant ; 
in the N. T. it occurs in Luke xvi. 13, Acts ; 


but see Wesseling, ad Herod. p. 621. 


x. 7, 1 Pet. ii. 18. It is a more restricted 
notion than dodAos: the oikérys is a house- 
servant (Dem. 1359 wilt. 3 oixérns SudKovos), 
more closely bound to the family than 
other slaves ; hence: oixéras te Kai Sovdous, 
Plat. Legg. vi. p. %63 A, comp. ix. p. 853 E.; 
80, toO, olkéris, housemaid; both together, 
oixereia, domestics. The fact that these 
words are used in the classics also of the 
members of the family themselves (as Xen, 


2 Soph. Trach. 84, and see Ellendt, Zea. 
Soph. I. p. 568. 

3 Not, according to the mediate turn, de- 
parting from the preceding and hence un- 
warranted, which Philippi now gives to 
the sense of the figurative expression: to 
uphold in judgment, so far as God upholds 
in that which ts good, which alone subsists 
in the judgment, 
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with Hofmann (who defends the reading d¢ nav ydp), merely the first member 
of a chain of thought which is intended to make good the correctness of 
the proposition duvarei yap «.7.A.,—8o that Paul does not pass over to another 
controverted point. [See Note CXLI. p. 524.] The fact that he does not 
thereupon enter at length on the question of days, but returns immediately 
in ver. 6 to the question of food, indicates that the latter formed in the 
church the controversy most prominent and threatening in an ascetic point of 
view.” Moreover, what he had said on the point of food might so readily of 
itself find its application in an analogous manner to the question of days, 
that an entering into equal detail in regard to both points was not required. 
— kpiver ju. rap’ ju.) he sets his judgment on day before day, t.e. he is for 
preferring one day to another, so that he esteems one holier than another. 
This refers to the Jewish feast and fast days® still observed by the weak in 
faith. The classical juépa rap’ juépar, in the sense alternis diebus,* does not 
apply here (in opposition to Fritzsche, who imports into our passage the 
notion that the people had ascetically observed, in addition to the Sabbath, 
the second and fifth days of the week). Of so surprising a (pharisaical, Luke 
Xviil. 12) selection of days there is no single trace in the Epistles to the 
Galatians (not even 7uépac, iv. 10) and Colossians, and hardly would 7 have 
met with such lenient treatment at Paul’s hands. But the Jewish observance 
of days, continued under Christianity, so naturally agrees with the Essenic- 
Jewish character of the weak in faith generally, that there is no sufficient 
ground for thinking, with Ewald, of the observance of Sunday (at that time 
not yet generally established), and for seeing in vv. 5 and 6 only an example 
illustrating the preceding, and not areal point of difference (comp. Hof- 
mann).° — xpiver racav juépav| not omnem diem judicat diem (Bengel, Philippi), 
but corresponding to the first half of the verse : he declares himself for each 
day, so that he would have each esteemed equally holy, not certain days before 
others. — éxaoroc x.7.4.] Here too, as in the case of an adiaphoron, no more 
than in ver. 2, an objective decision, who is or is not in the right ; but 
rather for both parties only the requisite injunction, namely, that each should 
have acomplete assurance of faith as to the rightness of his conduct, without 
which persuasion the consciousness of the fulfilment of duty is lacking, and 
consequently the adiaphoron becomes sinful (vv. 20, 23). —Anpog. | Comp. 
iv. 21. — év +. iw voi] z.e. in the moral consciousness of his own reason (vii. 
28), therefore, independently of others’ judgment, assured in himself of the 
motives of action. 


1This was in fact only an auxiliary 
sentence, which, as obvious in itself, might 
have been omitted. Were the reading os 
pév yap correct, Paul would be introducing 
that which he has to say of the second 
matter of controversy, in the form of a 
confirmation of that which is just adduced 
respecting the jirst. 

2 It must have been a matter of practical 
offence, especially at the agapae. 

3 Comp. Col. ii. 16 ; Gal. iv. 10. To think 
merely of fast days (Mangold, comp. Weiss, 


bibl. Theol. p. 414) is an arbitrary limitation, 
without any ground in the text. 

4 Bernhardy, p. 258; Lobeck, ad Aj. 475. 

5 On xpivew 7,in the sense of to declare 
oneself for something, i.e. aliquid probdare, 
éligere, comp. Aesch. Agam. 471 (kpwo & 
apdovov 6ABov), Suppl. 893 (kpive céBas To pos 
Seav); Plat. Rep. p. 899 E; Xen. Hell. i. 7. 
11; Isocr. Paneg. 46. On rape in the sense 
of preference, Xen. Mem. i. 4. 14, and Ktihner 
inloc. ; but in Soph. Aj. 475, wap’ huap nucpa 
is (in opposition to Valckenaer, Schol, II. p. 
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Ver. 6. The right point of view, according to which each must have his 
own full persuasion, expressed not imperatively, but indicatively, as the 
Christian axiom in these matters, which conditions and regulates that Aypo- 
dopia. — 6 dpovdv ri juépav k.7.2.] he who directs his carefulness to the day, 
exercises this carefulness in his interest for the Lord, namely, in order thereby 
to respond to his relation of belonging to the Lord. Tv juép. with the 
article denotes textually the day concerned, that which comes into consider- 
ation conformably to the kpivew juépav rap’ ijuépav, not the day as it happens 
(Hofmann). By «épeoc most understand God, others (as Estius, Riickert, 
Kéllner, Fritzsche, Philippi) Christ. The former appears to be correct, on 
account of éiyap. yap tr. Oc@ 3; but the latter 7s correct, on account of ver. 9. 
The absence of the article is not at variance with this.*— xvpiw éofier} using 
his Christian freedom in regard to the use of flesh in the interest of the Lord, 
which definite ethical direction of his écfiew he attests by his evyapioreiv +o 
Gc@ therein. [See Note CXLII. p. 526.] This refersto the prayer at table, 
and, as is also the case with the subsequent evy. r. @., not to that offered 
after the meal (Hofmann), but to that before it ; comp. Matt. xv. 36, xxvi. 
26; Acts xxvii. 35-; 1 Cor. x. 30, xi. 24; 1 Tim. iv. 4. The thanksgiving 
to God, consecrating the partaking of food, presupposes the conviction that 
one does the éofiew in the capacity of belonging to Christ, and conformably 
to this specific relation ; for anything that is opposed to Christ the Christian 
cannot thank the Father of Christ. — ai 6 p27 éof. x.7.2.| The opposite of the 
preceding point (the observance of days) Paul has not added (see critical 
notes), because he has not at the beginning of ver. 6 planned his language 
antithetically ; and it is only on the mention of the second more important 
point that the conception of the opposite occurs to him, and he takes it up 
also. To append the antithesis also to the first clause of the verse, was 
indeed not necessary (Philippi) ; but neither would it have been confusing 
(Hofmann), especially as the selecting of days and its opposite, as well as 
the eating and not-eating, were for those respectively concerned equally 
matters of conscience. —xvpiy od« éobier| for the Lord he refrains from the eating 
(of flesh), persuaded that this abstinence tends to serve the interest of Christ. 
—kai evyap. 7 8eG| That which was previously conceived as the reason (yap) 
is here conceived as the consequence (kai) ; and so he utters his thanksgiving 
table-prayer to God, namely, for the other, vegetable food, which forms 
the meal to be enjoyed by him. He is enabled to do so by the conviction 
that his ob éo/ev has its holy ethical reference to the Lord. 

Vv. 7-9. Proof for the threefold kvpiw, ver. 6, and that generally from 
the whole subjective direction of the life of Christians towards Christ. Paul does 
not mean the objective dependence on Christ (Riickert, Reiche, Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Siinde, II. p. 19), because it would not prove what was said in ver, 
6, but would only establish the obligation thereto. — éavré CH] so that he 
believes that his life belongs to himself, that he lives for his own interest and 
aims. 2 Cor. v. 15. Comp. the passages in Wetstein and Fritzsche. The 


153 ff.) to be otherwise understood; see Erl. 1828; Gramm. p. 118 [E. T. p. 124]; 
Lobeck ad loc. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 573. 
> See Winer, de sensu vocum ripros et 0 Kvp., 
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dative is thus to be taken in the ethically telic sense, and so, too, in éavr 
axobvgoxer ; for also the dying of the Christian—in so ideal a manner is Paul 
conscious of the moral power and consecration of fellowship of life with 
Christ—is a moral act (Bengel : ‘‘eadem ars moriendi, quae vivendi,” in the 
relation of belonging to Christ, in which the Christian at death feels and 
knows that he has stood with his life, and is now also to stand in his dying. 
Such is the conscious év kupiw arobvyoxev, Rev. xiv. 13. Comp. Phil. i. 20; 
Rom. viii. 38. — Ver. 8 contains the positive counterpart, proving the nega- 
tive contents of ver. 7, and is likewise to be understood as a subjective 
relation. —Onré yap. . . ré, for aswell . . . as also, see Hartung, Partikell. 
I. pp. 88, 115 ; Baeumlein, Part. p. 219. — rod xvpiov éouev] the Lord’s prop- 
erty are we. This now derives the swm of the entire specifically Christian 
consciousness from its previously adduced factors. —In the threefold emphat- 
1¢ T@ Kupiw (rod Kupiov) Observe the ‘‘divina Christi majestas et potestas ” 
(Bengel), to which the Christian knows himself to be completely surren- 
dered. 

Ver. 9. Objective historical relation, on which this subjective attitude 
towards Christ, ver. 8 (éav re obv «.7.A), is founded.— aye] became alive, to 
be understood of the resurrection life. Comp. Rey. ii. 8, xx. 4,5 ; Rom. v. 
10; 2 Cor. iv. 10. The aorist denotes the setting in of the state ; Kihner, 
ad Xen. Mem. i. 1.18. Wrongly Olshausen (so also Schrader) thinks that 
the earthly life of Jesus is meant, so that there occurs a hysteron proteron ; 
in which view he overlooks, first, that the mutual reference of the two ele- 
ments in protasis and apodosis is only formal,’ and secondly, that it was 
not Jesus’ life and death, but rather His death and life (resurrection), which 
led to His attainment of the heavenly xvpidryc. Comp. viii. 34, vi. 9, 10 ; 
Phil. ii, 8, 9; Luke xxiv. 26; Matt. xxviii. 18.—%a] destination in the 
divine counsel. This aimed, in the death and resurrection of Christ, at the 
establishment of His munus regium, and that over the dead (in Scheol, Phil. 
ii. 10) and living ; hence Christians are conscious of belonging to Him in 
living and dying (ver. 8). Unsuitably to é{joev, since the raising up of the 
Lord is certainly, in the apostle’s view, the work of God (i. 4, iv. 24, vi. 4, 
viii. 11, and many other passages), Hofmann sees in iva Ohrist’s own purpose 
expressed. 

Ver. 10. 3b dé] discloses the contrast to the xvpidryc of Jesus. —The first 
of addresses the weaker, the second the freer Christian, as is clear from ver. 
3. — yap] justifies the censure of presumption which lies in the preceding 
questions : for all, etc., and therefore in both cases thou as well as he. — 
mapactyc., we shall stand before; ‘‘stare solent, quorum causa tractatur,” 


1 Paul, namely, does not say: Christ died, ence of arédave and vexpov, and of é¢nce 
in order that He might be Lord over the and gévrwy : By the death of Jesus, God de- 
dead, and lived,in order that he might be sired to make known that He was Lord over 
Lord over the living; but He died and be- the dead, and by the new /ife of Christ, that 
came alive (both together had the end in He was Lord over the living. But this 
view), én order that He might rule over dead merely declarative view is quite arbitrary ; 
and living (both together). Fritzsche also, moreover, the ¢wy in é¢nve would be quite 
although rightly understanding é¢nceof the another than the ¢w7 of the ¢avrwr. 
resurrection life, urges the mutual refer- 
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Grotius ; Acts xxvi. 6; Matt. xxv. 33.—r@ Aju. r. Oeod (see critical notes) : 
for God will cause the judgment to be held (John v. 22) by Christ (ii. 16 ; 
Acts x. 42, xvii. 31). So the judgment-seat upon which Christ will sit (2 
Cor. v. 10 ; Polycarp, ad Phil. 6 ; Matt. xxv. 31) is God’s.—Note how deci- 
sive is the testimony of such passages against any limitation of the univer- 
sality of the final judgment.’ 

Ver. 11. Scripture proof for the rdvrec rapaotnodueba x.7.4., ver. 10. The 
point of its bearing on the matter lies in the universality, as is clear from the 
reference of xray and raoa, ver. 11, to xdvrec above, ver. 10. Thus the 
proposition of ver. 10, rdvrec yap «.r.2.—although in and by itself it re- 
quired no scriptural proof—receives, nevertheless, a hallowed confirmation, 
which makes the injustice of the previously censured judging and despising 
the more apparent, because it encroaches on the universal final judgment of 
God.—The citation is Isa. xlv. 23, quoted very freely with deviations, partly 
of memory, partly intentional, from the LXX., and abbreviated. In Isaiah, 
God certifies upon His oath that all men (including the Gentiles) shall ren- 
der to Him adoring homage. This divine utterance—Messianic, because 
promising the universal triumph of the theocracy—is here taken by Paul in 
the light of that highest jinal historical fulfilment which will take place at 
the judgment of the world. — (6 éyé] Instead of kar éuavrod ouvia, as the 
LXX. following the Hebrew have it, Paul uses, by a variation of memory, 
a frequently-occurring verbal formula of the divine oath: “38 ‘0 (Num. 
. Xiyi 21; 28; Deut, xxxii: 40, ef al: ; Dan, xii. 7s Ruths ui) 13 + pudii a 
12).—Aéyex xbpioc] is added by Paul according to the elsewhere familiar 
O. T. formula. Comp. xii. 19.— 67] that, because in (6 éyé is involved the 
assurance on oath, that, etc. Comp. 2 Chron. xviii. 13; 1 Sam. xiv. 44 ; 
Judith xi. 7 and Fritzsche in loc. — éuot] to me, asthe J udge (so in the sense 
of the apostle) for homage and submission. — éouodoy. t. 8&6] departing from 
the LXX., which, following the Hebrew, has dueirac raca yA. rov Ocdy, for the 
reading of Cod. A of the LXX. (also &§ on the margin), éooAoyfoerax instead 
of dueirai, was probably—seeing that the Septuagint has very frequently 
undergone similar alterations of the text from N. T. citations—first intro- 
‘duced from our passage, and not a reading which Paul found in his copy of 
the LXX. (Fritzsche), as is too rashly inferred from Phil. ii. 11. The vari- 
ation itself is—as was allowed by the freedom in the handling of Messianic 
proof-passages—intentional, because Paul required, instead of the oath of 
‘God, a more general conception, which, however, lies at the basis of that 
‘special conception ; for the swearing is the actual acknowledgment and 
glorification of God as the Judge. The correct explanation is : and every 
tongue shall praise God (as the Judge), and therewith submit to His judi- 
cial authority—parallel in sense to énot céuper wav yore. éFou0Aoyeiobar with 
the dative always denotes to praise (xv. 9 ; Matt. xi. 25 ; Luke x. 21 ; fre- 
quently in the LXX. and Apocrypha, see Biel and Schleusner, s.v.): it only 
denotes to confess, as in later Greek, with the accusative of the object, Matt, 


1 This applies also in opposition to Ger- 16, ii. 6; 2 Cor, v. 10; Gal. vi. 7 ff.; Acts 
Jach, a. letzten Dinge, p. 108 ff. Comp. i. 6, Xyii. 31, 
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ili, 6; Jas. v. 16; Tob. xii. 22. Hence the explanation of Er. Schmid, 
Reiche, Kéllner, following Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, is erro- 
neous : to confess sins, which would only then ‘be admissible if the parallel- 
ism obviously suggested the supplying of ra¢ duapriac. — With the reading 
TE Phuate Tov Xpsorov, ver. 10, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Philippi, have found in 
TO Oe@ a proof for the divinity of Christ. There would rather be implied 
the idea, that it is God, whose judgment Christ is entrusted by the Father 
to hold ; and this thought is contained also in the reading r. B. r. O00; 
ver. 10. 

Ver. 12. What follows from the preceding (from mdvrec yap. . . onward). 
— The emphasis is neither on rep? éavrod (so usually) nor on 76 Oe (Phi- 
lippi), but on the éxaoroc for that purpose prefixed, which corresponds to the 
emphatic rdvrec, wav, raca, vv. 10, 11 ; hence it alone bears the stress, not 
sharing it with rep? éavr. and r@ Oe@ (Hofmann). Hach of us, none excepted, 
will respecting himself, etc. How at variance with this, therefore, to judge 
or to despise, as though one were not included in the subjection to this our 
universal destiny of having to give a personal account to God !—décex] 
purely future in sense, like the preceding futures. 

Vv. 13-23. Christians ought not, therefore, mutually to condemn one another, 
but rather to have the principle of giving no offence, ver. 13. Further eluci- 
dation of this principle, and exhortations to compliance with it. 

Ver. 13. Myxére (no more, as hitherto) aAaAgaove kpivouev is deduced (obv) from 
éxaotoc juav K.T.A. ; but cpiveuev-here refers, as 4227/4. shows, to both parties. 
[See Note CXLIII. p. 526.] —xpivare] antanaclasis: the same word, in order 
to make the contrast striking (for to the xpiveww which is against one’s duty 
that which is in accordance with duty is opposed), is repeated, but with the 
modification of reference and of sense, that it addresses the freer Christians 
(for it was they who gave the offence), and means in general : let this be 
your judgment, your moral maxim in this point. [See Note CXLIV. p. 526. ] 

On the infinitive with the article after a preparatory demonstrative, comp. 
2 Cor. ii. 1.1—rpédcxoupa and cxdvdarov : both quite synonymous in the 
metaphorical sense : moral stwmbling-block, an occasion for acting contrary 
to conscience. But riéva: refers to the original proper sense of the two 
words. Comp. on ix. 82, 33, xi. 9; LXX. Lev. xix. 14 ; Judithv.1. The 
twofold designation is an earnest and exhaustive expression of the idea ; 
hence to attempt a real distinction between the synonyms, which differ only 
figuratively (stone . . . trap), is arbitrary. 

Ver. 14. [See Note CXLV. p. 527.] Discussion of the preceding injunction, 
giving information regarding it. Paul grants, namely, én principle, that the 
freer brethren are right, but immediately adds an exception which arises in 
practice, and, in assigning the reason for this addition, declares (ver. 15) the 

not attending to the exception a proof of want of love. — kai rémecopar tv vp. 
’T.] More precise definition of the preceding oida. — év xvp.] @.€. im my JSellow- 
ship with the Lord ; ob apa dvOparivne diavoiac 1} pijgoc, Chrysostom. — kowvér] 


to 


1 Xen. de Rep. Lac. 9. 1, and see Haase in loc. ; Breitenbach, ad Xen. Oec, 14. 10. 
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corresponding to the 3éBnAov of the Greeks : profane, axdfaprov (Chrysostom), 
Acts x. 14, 28, xi. 8; Heb. x. 29. Thus the eating of flesh was held to ‘be 
unholy and unclean, ala therefore a thing at variance with the holiness of 
a Christian’s position. Comp. Ezek. xlii. 20 ; 1 Mace. i. 47, 62. — 6¢ airov] 
Since the reflerive abroi (with the rough breathing) is generally doubtful in the 
N. T. (comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 97 f. [E. T. 111]), and here the personal 
abrov (with the soft breathing) is quite sufficient and appropriate in sense, the 
latter is to be preferred (Bengel, Matthaei, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 7, Hof- 
mann) ; not, however, to be referred to Christ (Theodoret, Bisping, Jatho, 
and others), but to be explained : through itself, i.e. through its nature. Ind? 
abrod is thus implied the objectively existing uncleanness, in contrast (see below) 
to that which subjectively accrues per accidens. On account of the laws relat- 
ing to food of the O. T., Olshausen thinks that the thought of the apostle 
is intended to affirm that ‘‘ through Christ and His sanctifying influence the 
creation has again become pureand holy.” This arbitrary importation of a 
meaning (followed by Bisping) is overthrown by the very circumstance that 
the abstinence of the Roman ascetics was by no means founded on the law 
—which did not in fact forbid the wse of flesh generally—but was of a supra- 
legal Essenic character. Moreover, Paul was clear and certain, so far as 
concerns the O. T. laws of food, that they had outlived the time of obliga- 
toriness appointed for them by God, and were abolished by God Himself, 
inasmuch as in Christ the end of the law had come, and the temporary di- 
vine institute had given place to the eternal one of the gospel as its fulfil- 
ment, Matt. v.17. Comp. on x. 4; Col. ii. 16 ff. ; also on Acts x. 15, 16. 
—el wh] not equivalent to aAdad, but nisi, which, without taking dv avrov 
also into account, applies merely to obdéy xowdy. Comp. on Matt. xii. 4 ; 
Gal. ii. 16. — éxeivm xowdv] éx. with emphasis, asin 2 Cor. x. 18, Mark vii. 
15, 20, and very frequently in John. The uncleanness is in such a case sub- 
jestive, coming into existence and subsisting actually for the individual 
through the fettered condition of his own conscience. 

Ver. 15. Tap] According to this reading critically beyond doubt (see the 
critical notes),—which, however, Philippi, on account of the sense, regards 
as ‘absolutely untenable,’’—the apostle specifies the reason, why he has ex- 
pressly added the exception ¢ yu) TO Aoyit. K.7.a. The yap belonging to the 
principal sentence is, according to a very prevalent usage (see Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 85), taken into the prefixed accessory sentence, so that the argu- 
mentative thought is : ‘not without good moral ground doTI say: & pu 

. kowdv ; for it indicates a want of love, if the stronger one has not re- 
gard to this relation towards the weaker.” — dca Bpdual on account of food, 
z.e. because of a kind of food, which he holds to be unclean and secs thee 
eat. —Avreirac] not : 7s injured, which would consist in the a7éAAvo8ar (Phi- 
lippi, contrary to N. T. usage), but of moral afiliction, i.e. vexation of con- 
science, which is occasioned by the giving of a cxdvdadov (ver, 18). Analogous 
is Eph. iv. 30. [See Note CXLVI. p. 527.] To understand it of the making 
reproaches on account of narrow-mindedness (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Ewald), 
is gratuitously to import the substance of the thought, and does not corre- 
spond to the connection (vv, 18, 14, 20, 21). — obére xara yar. mepurareic | 1.€. 
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tn that case thou hast ceased to bear thyself conformably to love. This is the 
actual state of things which subsists, when what is expressed in the protasis 
occurs ; the Avreira, namely, is conceived as thé fault of the subject addressed." 
On ci . . . ovxért, comp. vil. 20, xi. 6 ; Gal. iii. 18. To take the apodosis 
interrogatively (Hofmann), is—considering the definite character, quite in 
keeping with the context of the Avreira: which is occasioned by the offence 
given—quite unwarranted, and does not suit the words.?— The aéadve is 
the possible result of the Avreita : destroy him not, bring him not into de- 
struction, namely, through his being seduced by thy example to disregard 
his conscience, and to fall out of the moral element of the life of faith into 
the sinful element of variance with conscience. That we are to explain it 
of the eternal arédea, is clear from irép ot X. anéOave ; for in order to re- 
demption from this Christ offered up His life—therefore thou oughtest not 
to thrust back into azéAea thy (so dearly bought) brother through the 
loveless exercise of thy free principles. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 11, 12. ‘‘Ne 
pluris feceris tuum cibum, quam Christus vitam suam,” Bengel. 

Ver. 16. M7 BAacdyucicfw| namely (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 3; 1 Tim. iv. 12), 
through your fault. —dtudv 75 ayabdv] your good Kar’ é£oxhv, 4.€., 47 BaorAsia tov 
Oeov, ver. 17. [See Note CXLVII. p. 528.] So also Ewald and Umbreit. 
It is the sum of the péAdAovra ayafd, Heb. ix. 11, x. 1. How easily it might 
come to pass that a schism, kept up by means of condemnation and con- 
tempt, on account of eating and drinking, might draw down on that jewel 
of Christians—the object of their whole endeavour, hope, and boast—calum- 
nious judgments at the hands of unbelievers, as if maxims respecting eat- 
ing and drinking formed that on which the Christian was dependent for 
attaining the blessing of the kingdom! In opposition to the context in 
ver. 17, following the Fathers (in Suicer, Zhes. I. p. 14), de Wette holds 
that faith is meant ;* Luther, Calovius, and others, including Philippi: the 
gospel ; Origen, Pelagius, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and many others, 
including Flatt, Borger, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, Maier, Bisping, with irrelevant appeal to 1 Cor. x. 30: Chris- 
tian freedom ; van Hengel generally : quod in vobis Romanis bonwm est ; bet- 
ter Hofmann : that which, as their essential good, gives Christians the advan- 
tage over non- Christians,—a view, however, which leaves the precise defini- 


1 Note that the presents Avmetrat and mepe- 
amarets coincide in time, as indeed the two 
regarded practically coincide in reality. 
For that, which causes to the weak one dis- 
tress of conscience 6a Bpaua, is simply the 
unsparing conduct of the strong one no 
longer under the guidance of love. 

2 According to Hofmann, ov«ére «.7.A. iS 
designed simply to submit to the person 
addressed the question whether he really al- 
lows himself to be induced—through the weak- 
ness of his fellow- Christian in falling into con- 
cern on account of a particular food—to alter 
his conduct so as to behave with a want of love. 
In that case, the apostle must at least have 


expressed himself by the future repimarycers 
(wilt thou then no longer behave in con- 
formity with love?), or by déAes mepirarety, 
or, most clearly, because implying a negative 
answer: py ovKéTe K. ay. mepiratnans (thou 
wilt not thus cease, etc.?); comp. xX. 18; 1 
Cor. ix. 4. 

8 Among the Fathers, Chrysostom’s view 
is very vacillating and indefinite : 4 ryv mio- 
tw hyo, } Tyv méAAovaay eArrida THY ErddAuwr, 
THY anypticpevyy evoéBeravy MH XPO Kakws 
TeAevoryTi cov, myde Toler TavTHY BAachyueto- 
Sa. Theodoret explains definitely of faith ; 
so also Photius. 
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tion of the notion unsettled. With tur, Paul, after having previously ad- 
dressed a single party in the singular, turns to all ; hence we are not, with 
Fritzsche, to think in iz. of the strong believers only (and in (2a0¢. of the 
weak believers). Note, further, the emphasis of the prefized ipav (comp. 
Phil. iii. 20): the possession belonging to you, to you Christians, which 
you must therefore all the more guard against slander from without. 

Ver. 17. Motive for complying with the 7 BAacénu. x.7.2., with reference 
to the contents of the possible slander. —7 Bai. r. Ocotv] is not anywhere 
(comp. on Matt. iii. 2, vi. 10; 1 Cor. iv. 20 ; Col. i. 18), and so is not here, 
anything else than the Messiah’s kingdom, the erection of which begins with 
the Parousia,’ belonging not to the aidv oiroc, but to the aidv wéAAwv (1 Cor. 
vi. 9, 10, xv. 24, 50; Gal. v. 21; Eph. v. 5; Col. iv. 11 ; 1 Thess. 11. 125 
2 Thess. i. 5) ; not therefore the (invisible) church, the regnum gratiae, or 
the earthly ethical kingdom of God (Reiche, de Wette, Philippi, Lipsius, fol- 
lowing older expositors), res christiana (Baumgarten-Crusius), and the like. 
“The Messianic kingdom is not eating and drinking ;” 7.e., the essential char- 
acteristic of this kingdom does not consist in the principle that a man, in 
order to become a member of it, should eat and drink this or that or every- 
thing without distinction, but in the principle that one should be upright, 
ete. Less accurate, and, although not missing the approximate sense, readily 
liable to be misunderstood (see Calovius), is the view of the Greek Fathers, 
Grotius, and many others : the kingdom of God is not obtained through, ete. 
Comp. on John xvii. 3. [See Note CXLVIII. p. 529.]— Bpécic, eating, 7.e. 
actus edendi, different from Spéua, food, ver. 15 (comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 
159), which distinction Paul always observes (in opposition to Fritzsche) ; 
see on Ool. ii. 16. —dixacoobvy x. eipivn| can, according to the entire context 
(comp. esp. ver. 15), and specially according to ver. 18 (dovAetwy 76 X.) and. 
ver. 19 (7a tie eipfvnc), be taken only in the moral sense, and therefore as 
ethical uprightness and peace (concord) with the brethren ; not in the dog- 
matic sense: righteousness and peace (of reconciliation) with God (Calvin, 
Calovius, and many others, including Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi ; de 
Wette blends the two meanings). But that these virtues presuppose faith 
in Christ as the soil from which they sprang, and as the fundamental prin- 
cipium essendi of the kingdom, is self-evident from the whole connection; 
— xapa év rvebu. ay.] forms one phrase. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 6. It is the holy 
Jjoyfulness, the morally glad frame of heart which has its causal basis and sub- 
sistence in the Holy Spirit, who rules in the Christian ; comp. Gal. v. 22, 
also Phil. iv. 4. It is present even in tribulation, 2 Cor. vi. 10, and does not 
yield to death, Phil. ii. 17. The transitive explanation of the joy which the 
Christian diffuses over others (Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others) is sup- 
ported neither by the simple word nor by N. T. usage elsewhere. 

Ver. 18. Not an explanation, why he has mentioned by name these three par- 
tiewlars, as those in which the kingdom consists (Hofmann), but a confirma- 
tion of the contents of ver. 17 ; and how greatly must this confirmation have 
conduced to the recommendation and support of the precept p> Braco. 


1 peta Thy avacracw, Theodore.of Mopsuestia. 
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x.7.A. of ver. 16 as established by ver. 17 !— éy robroce] (sce the critical 
notes) refers to the just mentioned three great moral elements. He who in 
these (not therefore possibly in Bpaoe and dow, and the like unspiritual 
things) serves Christ, etc. On év with doviedecr, denoting its moral life- 
sphere, comp. vii. 6. — ebdpeor. r. Oe¢] ‘‘testimonium, quod expresse adfir- 
mat bona opera renatorum placere Deo,” Melanchthon. — dé«iog roic avép. | 
approved * by men ; such is the relation according to its moral nature,—a fact 
not annulled by abnormal manifestations, in which misapprehension, perver- 
sion of the moral judgment, and the like are at work. ‘‘ Paulus hic de sin- 
cero judicio loquitur,” Calvin. 

Ver. 19. Hvhortation, inferred from the doctrinal proposition, ver. 17 ; 
not a question (Buttmann). — ra rijc¢ eip.] what belongs to peace, composes the 
substance of peace, not different in matter of fact from rv eipfyv. See Bern- 
hardy, p. 325 f.; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 280. — rie oixodouje] figurative designa- 
tion of perfecting (here active) in the Christian life. Comp. 2 Cor. x. 8, xiii. 
10; 1 Cor. xiv. 4. According to the context in each case, the individual, 
as here, or the church, or the whole Christian body, is a building of God 
(of which Christ is the foundation, 1 Cor. iii. 11 ; Eph. ii. 20, 21), on which 
the work of building is to proceed until the Parousia. — ei¢ anda. | bi haa 
eic tov éva, 1 Thess. v. 11. 

Ver. 20. Prohibition of the opposite of ra ric olxodoume tHe ei¢ aAAHA. — 
karddAve| pull down. Comp. 2 Cor. v.1; Gal. ii. 18; Matt. xxvi. 61.— 710 
Epyov Tod Ocov| here, according to the context, the building of God, by which, 
however, is represented not what is mentioned in ver. 17 (the dvaacoobyy «.7.2. 
so Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius) ; nor yet the faith of one’s fellow-Chris- 
tian (Theodoret, Reiche) or his eternal salvation (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact) ; nor all blessings vouchsafed through Christ (K6Uner, comp. 
Borger) ; but, according to ver. 15, the Christian as such, in so far as his 
Christian life, his Christian personality, is God’s work (viii. 29, 80 ; 2 Cor. 
v. 17; Eph. ii. 10). Aptly Estius says: ‘‘fratrem, quem Deus fecit fide- 
lem.” Accordingly, what was expressed in ver. 15 by ui éxeivov ardddve, bmép 
ob X. aréOave, is here expressed by pi katdAve rd épyov tr. Oeod ; but it is dif- 
ferently conceived and presented, in such a way that the brother is thought 
of there in his relation of redemption to Christ, here in his relation of spirit- 
ual origin to God. The importance of the latter conception is rightly point- 
ed out by Calovius : ‘‘non levis est culpa, sed horribilis @eouayia, opus Dei 
destruere.” — révra pay kabapa x.t.A.] the same thought as in ver. 14, repeat- 
ed in order to enter further into the py évexev Bpduaroc. ‘* All (all food) zn- 
deed is clean (not immoral to enjoy in and by itself), but it is sinful for the 
man who eats amidst offence,” who nevertheless uses a food, although he experi- 
ences moral offence in the using it—so that he thus against his conscience imi- 
tates the freer Christian. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 9, 10. This reference of the 
ethical dative 6 dvOpdzw 76 did poor. icf. to the weak in faith (Chrysostom, 
Luther, Beza, Carpzov, Semler, and others, including Riickert, Kollner, 


180 Séxuuos in all N. T. passages (not: however prefers the teading Soxinos in B 
worthy, esteemed, and the like); see Butt- G* 77 (a copyist’s error). 
mann, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 368, who 
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Philippi, Tholuck, Hofmann) is confirmed by the parallel in vv. 13, 14, and 
admirably suits the connection, inasmuch as 42/4 «.r.2. unfolds the way and 
manner in which évexev Bpduaroc destruction may befall the work of God. 
Hence we must reject the explanation (Pelagius, Grotius, Bengel, and others, 
including Reiche, de Wette, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Fritzsche, Reith- 
mayr, Krehl, Umbreit, van Hengel) of the strong in faith, who acts wrongly in 
eating under offence given, i.e. although to the offence of the weak. For in 
that case we should have here no reference at all relevant to the «ardAvoce of 
the épyov r. Oeov, but only the vague remark that it is wrong to eat to the 
offence of others. — aaa] after pév ; see Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 536; Har- 
tung, Partikell. II. p. 403 f. ; Baeumlein, p. 170. —«axév] not hurtful (Riick- 
ert), nor yet dad in the sense of what is not good for him (Hofmann), but sin- 
ful, the ethical contrast of xafapé. The subject (it) is to be understood of 
itself from what precedes, namely 7d xafapéy, the pure in itself. Others 
supply wav (Reiche), 70 Bpapa (Grotius), 76 éoGiew (Riickert), 76 mavta gayeiv 
(Fritzsche, Philippi). Hofmann also renders incorrectly, as though it ran, 
Kakov TO dvOpOrw TO ia tpockdupatoc écbierv. — did] aS in ii. 27. 

Ver. 21. Maxim for the strong in faith, which results from the preceding 
GAAG waxdv x.t.A.: ‘* It ts excellent, morally right and good, to eat no flesh, and 
to drink no wine, and (generally) to do nothing whereby thy brother takes offence,” 
etc. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 13. On y7, as joined to the infinitive with the 
article, see Baeumlein, p. 296. The article belongs only to 7 gay. xp. With 
the second jindé, the general rove7y is simply to be supplied * (Winer, p. 542 
[E. T. p. 583] ; Buttmann, p. 336 [E.T. 393]), and é @ also refers back to 
the eating of flesh and drinking of wine. Riickert and KGllner (following 
Luther, Grotius, Flatt) are mistaken in holding that «addy is to be taken com- 
paratively, and that the comparison lies in év 6 «.7.A.; in which case we should 
have very arbitrarily to assume that the apostle,instead of following it up with 
an 7 «.7.A. (see on Matt. xviii. 8), had been led away from the construction. 
According to Hofmann, we should read yd? &. But this would in fact 
denote, not, as Hofmann thinks, nor yet anything at all, but neque unum, or 
ne unum quidem (see on 1 Cor. vi. 5 ; Johni. 8), which would be unsuitable 
here. Quite unfounded withal is the objection against the reading év 4, 
that mpookérrew with évis not elsewhere found ; for rpooxérrex is to be taken 
by itself (absolutely), and év ¢ means whereby, as év is also to be understood 
in Ecclus. xxx. 13 ; see Fritzsche on Heelus. p. 167. On the absolute rpoo- 
xort. comp. Eeclus. xxxiv. 17, xiii. 23, also John xi. 9, 10. — The following 
threefold designation of the same thing, namely, of the giving occasion for 
conduct opposed to conscience (comp. ver. 13), is explained by the wrgency 
of the sorrowful thought. — dofevei] not : becomes weak, but, as it always 
denotes : is weak, 7.e. morally powerless to withstand temptation and to 
follow his moral conviction,—not different in substance from the two pre- 
ceding jigwrative designations already employed in ver, 13.—Further, that 


1The zevgmatic breviloquence, which mer onward among the Greek writers (see 
leaves the reader to supply, after special Nigelsbach, 2. Iias, p. 179, ed. 3). Comp. 
notions (such as dayetv and mew here),a generally, Kriiger, § 62. 3. 
more general word, is found also from Ho- 


CHAP. XIV., 22, 23. d21 


in ver. 21 not a merely problematic extension of abstinence is expressed, as 
those suppose who hold the abstinence on the part of the weak not to refer 
to all flesh, and to refer to wine either not ‘at all, or only to the wine of 
libation (see introd. to the chapter, and on ver. 2), is evident from ver. 2, 
where abstinence from ail flesh is expressed ; and hence here, alongside of 
the 7 dayeiv kpéa, the unde rietv olvov admits of no other conclusion than that 
the weak in faith drank no wine, but held the use of it likewise (see ver. 14) 
to be defiling. 

Vv. 22, 23. Xd riorw éyec] [See Note CXLIX. p. 530.] may be viewed 
either concessively (Luther, Beza, and many others, including Scholz, Tischen- 
dorf, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Hofmann) or énterrogatively (Calvin, Grotius, 
Calovius, and most moderns). Comp. on xiii. 8. The latter (already in 
Oecumenius, and probably also Chrysostom) corresponds better to the increas- 
ing animation of the discourse. Paul hears, as it were, how the strong in 
faith opposes him with an é)@ xicrw éyw, and he replies thereto : Thou hast 
faith? Thou partakest of the confidence of faith grounded on Christ, re- 
specting the allowableness of the eating and drinking (vv. 2, 21), which is 
here in question ?—Have it for thyself (apxeitw cov rd cuvewddc, Chrysostom) 
before God, so that God is the witness of thy faith, and thou dost not make 
a parade of it before men to the offence of the weak. ‘‘ Fundamentum verae 
prudentiae et dissimulationis,” Bengel. —éye] not: thow mayest have it 
(Reiche), which deprives the imperative expression of its force. — xara ceav- 
tov] for thyself alone ; see Kiihner, I. 1, p. 414.'— paxdpiog . . . karaxéxpitac 
forms a twofold consideration, which must influence the strong one not to 
abuse his strong faith to the prejudice of the weaker ; namely, (1) he has in 
truth on his side the high advantage, which is expressed by paxdpuc¢ .. . 
doxeuater ; On the other hand, (2) the danger is great for the weak one, if he 
through the example of the strong one is tempted to a partaking contrary 
to his conscience (6 dé dvaxpivduevoc k.7.2.). How shouldest thou not content 
thyself with that privilege, and spare this peril to the weak !_ On the formal 
mutual relation of xpiv., diaxpiv., and xaraxpiv., comp. 1 Cor. xi. 31, 382, 
where, however, the definition of the sense is not as here. — paxapioc| for the 
Messianic blessedness, which has been acquired for him through Christ, does 
not become lost to him through conscientious doubts in the determining of 
his action. — xpivwr] not equivalent to xataxpivwr, as, since Chrysostom, most 
interpreters think ; against which the climax «pivor, diaxprvduevoc, KataKéxpirac 
is decisive. It means: he who does not hold judgment upon himself, i.e. he 
who is so certain of his conviction, that his decision for this or that 
course is liable to no self-judgment ; he does not institute any such 
judgment, as the anxious and uncertain one does.—év @ doxmater] im 
that which he approves, i.e. “‘agendum eligit” (Estius). Luther aptly ren- 
ders: in that which he accepts.?— Ver. 23: But he who wavers (dia- 
kpiv., qui dubius haeret., see on iv. 20), as to whether, namely, the eating is 
really allowed or not, is, if he shall have eaten, condemned, eo ipso (comp. on 


1Comp. Heliodorus, vii. 16: kara cauvrov 2 Comp. 2 Macc. iv. 8; Dem. 1881.6; Plato, 
éxe cai pndevi ppage, also the classical avrbs Legg. p. 579 C; Diod. Sic. iv. 7. 
éxe, keep it for thyself. 
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xiii. 8 ; John iii. 18) liable to the divine penal judgment, the opposite of axd- 
pig 3 comp. ardAave, ver. 15. The matter is apprehended from the point of 
view of morally ideal strictness. Actual se/f-condemnation (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Grotius, and others, including Hofmann) would have required a 
more precise designation. — érv ovk éx riotews) 8c. éoaye. — Trav dé K.T.2,] May 
be still connected with érc : because he ate not from faith, but all, that comes 
not from faith, is sin. If itis taken independently, however, the sense is more 
emphatic. In the conclusion, which proves the xaraxéxpita, wav dé... - 
duapr. éoriy is the major, and obk éx miorewc sc. égaye the minor premiss. — 
mioric is here also none other than faith according to its moral quality (‘‘ con- 
scientiam informans et confirmans,” Bengel), i.e. faith in Christ, so far as it 
brings with it the moral confidence as to what in general, and under given 
circumstances, is the right Christian mode of action. Respecting the con- 
duct of the Christian, Paul lays down the axiom which regulates it gener- 
ally, and more especially in adiaphora, that all which does not proceed from 
that confidence of faith as the moral spring of action is sin ; to express a 
moral fundamental law beyond the Christian sphere of life, is foreign to his 
intention. Hence it was an alien proceeding to draw from the present 
expression, indirectly or directly,—in disregard of the natural law of con- 
science (ii. 14, 15),—the inference that the works and even the virtues of 
unbelievers were all of them sins (Augustine, ¢. Julian. iv. 3, ef. al.; Luther ; 
Form. Cone. p. 700 ; Calovius, and others). Very correctly Chrysostom : 
Tavta O& mdv7a TEepl THE MpoKepévyc broblécewc elpyrat TSG ILabAw, ov wept TWavTwr. 
But against the abuse of this passage, as though it made all accountability 
dependent only on subjective moral conviction,’ see Jul. Miller, von d. 
Siinde, I. p. 285, ed. 5 ; comp. also Delitzsch, Psychol. I. p, 139. 


Notes By AMERICAN Eprror. 


CXXXVII. Ver. 1. tov dobevotvta 7H wioTet. 


The use of the word ioric here is kindred to that in xii. 3, though the 
special application is not the same. It is evident that the writer's thought is 
not of the strength or weakness of the principle of trust in Christ in itself con- 
sidered, but as viewed in its relation to questions of conscience and practice. 
As faith develops itself to its full measure in the soul, its natural result is to 
give intelligence and Christian freedom in all points belonging to the sphere of 
the adiaphora. Faith is not knowledge ; but it manifests itself on the side of 
knowledge, so that as the believer grows in his faith he comes more and more 
to understand (if, indeed, the faith-growth is a legitimate one) that the adia- 
phora are not in themselves wrong. The man who has the fulness of faith 
knows that, as there is no idol-god, there can be no polluting influence in 
meats taken from animals which have been sacrificed to idols, and that, as the 
earth with all that it furnishes for the support of life belongs to God, no food 
can be unclean in itself. Hence we find the Apostle speaking of himself, in 


‘In this view, the objective will of God would have been exempted from responsi- 
would cease to be the standard of account- bility. 
ability. The bloody deed of Sand, e¢.g., 
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ver. 14, as knowing and being persuaded in the Lord Jesus of this truth re- 
specting meats, and, in 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff., of all who had fully received his 
teaching as having knowledge of the nothingness of elJoAa. Paul’s conception 
of faith, thus, is that of the vital and all-pervading force of the Christian’ s life, 
which not merely secures him justification and becomes the source of holy liv- 
ing, but gives him true understanding in questions of duty and fitness for his 
special work, to which he is called of God. Weiss ed. Mey. holds that the 
weakness of faith here spoken of consists in such a fear that salvation may 
easily be lost as leads one anxiously to avoid, or painfully to do, things which 
are irrelevant to its attainment, in order that it may not be forfeited. If this 
be accepted as the true explanation, and not improbably it should be, we must 
still hold that, as this weakness gives way to growing strength, the knowledge 
which removes the fear enters the mind, and thus the increase of faith gives 
the man power to do what he shrank from doing before, That such fear and 
weakness sometimes arose in the apostolic age from the remaining influence of 
old beliefs (cf. 1 Cor. viii. 7) is not to be doubted, but we cannot affirm that 
they did in every individual case. That they were always attended by con- 
scientious scruples was natural or even necessary. 


CXXXVIIT. Ver. 1. up ei¢ draxpicerg diaAoytopov, 


The meaning of this expression, though so uncertain as to preclude any ab- 
solute affirmation respecting it, seems to be indicated by the following points. 
(a) mpocAauBavecbe is addressed to the ‘‘ strong’ party, i.e. those who are free 
from the weakness referred to. This is evident, because the subject of the 
verb is contrasted with the object. It must be the ‘‘not weak’’ who are to 
receive the ‘‘ weak.” Nor will it be otherwise if, with Meyer, we say ‘‘the ex- 
horted subject is the church, in contradistinction to the weak members ;” for 
the church, as thus contradistinguished, is the strong party. That this is the cor- 
rect view is confirmed by the fact that in Gal. v. 13 ff. (where Paul, not im- 
probably, has the same general subject of thought in his mind) and 1 Cor. 
vili._x. the exhortations are mainly addressed to this party in their relation to 
the other. If, however, the demand is made of the strong in faith, that they 
should take to their kindly fellowship their weaker brethren, it would seem 
probable that whatever words are added as bearing upon the purpose of the 
reception must describe what the strong are to do, or are to avoid doing, re- 
specting the condition of the weak. (6) ju ei¢ «.7.A., as indicating the purpose, 
sets forth also, as Meyer remarks, a negative more precise definition of the 
verb. The reception to fellowship, that is, was to be a reception py «.7.A. 
The words drakpices¢ Stadoyicuov imply, therefore, an unkindly attitude towards 
the weak party, and the most natural suggestion is that the unkindness, if 
manifested, would consist in some action bearing upon their thoughts or feel- 
ings. (c) The primary idea of daAoyopdc is a thinking through or over as with 
one’s self, or in one’s own mind. Hence it comes to mean, in the plural, 
speculations or reasonings. This primary idea is apparently suggested directly 
or indirectly in most, if not indeed all, of the N. T. passages where it occurs, 
It is thus adapted to express that mental state which, in connection with ques- 
tions such as are here under consideration, is described by our word scruples. 
(d) Stdxpiore does not seem to derive from its corresponding verb the meaning 
doubts. Of the other possible significations, it is probable that decision or 
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judgment is the one here intended, because diaxptowe in the two other cases 
where it occurs in the N. T. (1 Cor. xii. 10; Heb. v. 14) has this meaning or 
the one which lies at the basis of it; and because a dispute or discussion 
respecting the subject of the scruples would not, in itself, be necessarily other- 
wise than beneficial. The impropriety or undesirableness of it would depend 
on the spirit in which it was carried on. On the other hand, the passing of 
condemnatory judgments could not but be evil.—The probabilities as to the 
sense of each of the two words and the indications of the two clauses of the 
verse ag related to each other, accordingly, combine together in favour of the 
explanation, not for the purpose of passing judgments upon their scruples. Such a 
purpose would be contrary to kindly fellowship. 


CXXXIX. Ver. 2. 6¢ pév miorever k.T.A. 


That miorever means here not believes that he may, but has faith to, eat all things, 
is clear from the dofevovvta tH wlorer of ver. 1, and from the é« miotewe of ver. 
23. There seems to be no reason discoverable from the chapter to lead us to 
the belief that any limitation should be put upon the language used in this 
verse ; and hence we may hold, with Meyer, that the weak man is represented 
as refusing all meats, and not merely all ceremonially unclean meats, or all flesh 
sacrificed to idols. The extreme cases are taken for the purpose of emphasis. 


CXL. Ver. 3. éovOeveitw — xpivéTo. 


After setting forth the condition of the two parties, as represented by two 
supposed cases, the bidding appropriate to each is given. The one who is free 
from scruples must not have contempt for the Christian brother who is under 
bondage to them ; and the latter must not judge or condemn the former. The | 
grounds for the command are added : because God has accepted as His own 
the one on whom judgment is passed ; because, being the servant of God, he 
is responsible to God only ; and because the subjects referred to are such as 
involve no sin, provided the man is fully persuaded in his own mind—he may 
live to the Lord equally whether he eats or declines to eat. 


CXLI. Ver. 5. 6¢ wév yap xpivec juépav k.T.A. 


Tisch. (8) adopts ydp. Treg. Alf. reject it. W.& Hort place it in brackets, 
The commentators generally, with Meyer, do not accept it as belonging to the 
text. Ifit is read, the passage respecting ‘‘days” is evidently introduced in a 
subordinate way, as an illustrative proof of what is said concerning the matter 
of eating, or, according to Hofmann, of the sentence duvare?. . . adrdv (ver. 4). 
If, on the other hand, yap is omitted, there is a certain parallelism between 
this verse and ver. 2. The fact alluded to by Meyer, however,—that there is 
only a passing reference to this subject, while the other matter fills the whole 
remaining portion of the chapter,—makes it evident that the observance or 
non-observance of days was a thing of secondary importance to the Apostle’s 
present thought. The main point is the question of meats. 

We may infer from Gal. iv. 10 and Col. ii. 16, which are apparently kindred 
in thought to this verse, that the days here referred to were those observed by the 
Jews. Meyer regards them as including both feast and fast days. Weiss ed. 
Mey. would limit them to the latter. There seems, however, to be no sufficient 
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ground for this limitation. The different attitude which Paul takes in the 
three Epistles does not show that he is thinking of different observances. It 
is perfectly explicable without this supposition. He is here, asin the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, addressing the church members with regard to 
their private and social life in these matters. They were holding different 
opinions, as connected with the stronger or weaker measure of their faith, and 
were passing judgments privately on actions and scruples. Under such cir- 
cumstances he could write calmly—telling them that the questions of this class 
were not of vital importance ; that the kingdom of God was not eating and 
drinking, but righteousness ; that, whether one should eat all things or vegeta- 
bles only, he would neither gain nor lose anything at the day of final judgment; 
that there was no sin in freedom ; that freedom in such things was even the high- 
est and normal state for the intelligent believer ; but that, as some believers 
were still under the bondage of conscientious scruples, the rule of the Christian 
society should be, here as it was everywhere, love to the brethren. Each one 
should, for himself, see that he was, before acting, fully persuaded in his own 
mind. Each one should, in his relations to others, be animated by the spirit 
of Christ. There should be no condemnation of the strong by the weak, and 
no contempt of the weak on the part of the strong. In the case of the Galatian 
and Colossian churches, on the contrary, there was quite a different condition of 
things. In Galatia, he saw his converts, under the influence of teachers who 
bitterly opposed his doctrine, moving away from the freedom of the gospel to 
the bondage of Judaistic views. At Colossae, there were men who insisted upon 
these observances as essential to the highest life, in connection with the idea 
of matter as the source of evil. The truth of Christianity was, thus, involved by 
reason of the assaults of dangerous and insinuating enemies. He was com- 
pelled to arouse his unthinking followers by the sound of alarm, and to bid 
them claim independence for themselves as related to the judgment or de- 
mand of any who would condemn them. But the subject of controversy was 
the same in all cases. The difference was only in the position of the adversa- 
ries, and, consequently, of the Apostle himself. 

The bearing of this verse upon the observance of the Christian Sunday is 
discussed by many writers. 'The following points may be noticed in a candid 
and impartial examination of this question. (a) The primary, and probably 
exclusive direct reference of the words, as related to the differences in the 
churches addressed by Paul, was to Jewish, not to Christian observances. 
(b) An agreement respecting the latter, connected with a difference respecting 
the former, is conceivable. (¢) The writer may possibly, therefore, have had 
no intention of including the Christian Sunday among the days whose 
observance or non-observance might be left to the individual judgment. 
(d) On the other hand, the contrast in the words of the verse is between 
esteeming one day above another and esteeming every day alike. The 
universality of the expression is noticeable. (e) No command is given by 
the Apostle in any of his Epistles with reference to the Christian Sunday, 
and no reference is made to it except in 1’ Cor. xvi. 2. (f) The mode of 
dealing with the general subject of “‘days’” must be considered. Is it prob- 
able or improbable that Paul would have written as he did in the three Epis- 
tles, if the error of the Sabbath-observers had been simply, or mainly, an error 
in keeping the seventh day instead of, or in addition to, the first? The deter- 
mination of these points and their adjustment in relation to one another are 
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necessary to a decision. The decision when made, will not in itself settle the 
question as to the grounds or the proper character of Sunday-observance, but 
it must find its place in the main argument on that question. What Paul's 
view of the matter was is an important element in the discussion as to whether 
the Christian Sunday depends on, and finds its inviolable Divine ordinance in, 
the Fourth Commandment. The question inits wider range, however, extends 
beyond this point of the relation of the Christian institution to the Mosaic 
Law. 
CXLII. Ver. 6. 6 écfiwv kupig tobier x.T.A. 

Paul recognizes the fact that both the eater and the non-eater take the course 
of action which they follow with that regard for the Lord and their duty to 
Him, which animates the Christian in everything. Whether he lives or dies, 
it is not for himself, but for Christ. It is to be observed here, (a) that xcupiw 
refers to Christ, because the believer, according to the Pauline phraseology, is 
Sovdoc (here olxérn¢, ver. 4) Xpiorov, and because Xpiordéc is used in ver. 9 with 
manifest reference to kupiw (comp. also kupievoy, ver. 9). (2) that living and dy- 
ing are mentioned, as in vili. 38, 1 Cor. iii. 22, as the two extremes between 
which everything else must be included :—if for Christ in these, for Him in all 
things ; (8) that the proof on which he rests his statement that both parties act 
with true regard to the Lord’s service is, that they each of them offer the prayer 
of thanksgiving for that which they eat ; (4) that the use of the words no man liv- 
eth to himself (ver. 7), which is often made in public discourse, as meaning that 
the Christian, according to the law of his life, should live for others, is not jus- 
tified by the thought of the passage. Living for others is a teaching of Chris- 
tianity, but not of these words. 


CXLIT. Ver. 13. pnkére ody adrnrove Kpivaper. 

The immediate connection of ody is (as Meyer also says) with éxacroc k.7.A. of 
ver. 12. In the progress of the thought, however, it may be regarded as intro- 
ducing a conclusion from all that has been said. As the Christian is not his 
brother-Christian’s servant, but Christ's ; as the one who eats the meats and 
the one who does not both act in devotion to the common Master ; and as the 
judgment of God is to decide all questions at the end, the duty of the two par- 
ties is to refrain from judging each other. The two words éfov8evetv and xpivew 
are here included in kp/yauer, because the éfové. is really a xpivew. 


OXLIV. Ver. 13. aAad rodro xpivate waA2ov, K.T.A. 


From the negative exhortation unk... . xplv., Which is addressed to both 
parties, and in which he also includes himself, Paul turns immediately to a 
positive one directed to the ‘strong’’ section only. The remainder of the 
chapter appeals to them ; bidding them resolve to put no hindrance in the way 
of the Christian life and progress of the weak, and setting forth reasons why 
they should follow the bidding. These reasons, which, in the earnestness and 
natural flow of the thought, are not presented in carefully arranged succession, 
are the following : (1) that the weak will be ‘grieved ;’ (2) that the one for 
whom Christ died and in whose life is God’s work may be thus injured or 
even destroyed ; (3) that the danger of this injury and loss is occasioned for the 


sake of what is not essential to the kingdom of God, but is comparatively 
unimportant, 


* 
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CXLY. Vy. 14-23. 


The doctrine of Paul on the subject of the adtadopa, as indicated in these 
verses, involves the following points. (a) There is no real ground for con- 
scientious scruples in such matters, He distinctly declares himself to be of the 
strong and free party. As living in the sphere of Christ, and taught by Him, 
he is persuaded, he even knows that nothing is unclean in and through itself, 
(b) The man who has this knowledge and persuasion (i.e. this faith to eat all 
things) is to be called happy, and may rightly for and by himself enjoy his 
freedom before God. (c) The man who is not fully persuaded, i.e., who thinks 
a certain thing to be unclean, will do wrong if he eats. His subjective state 
makes the action wrong, not in itself, but for him. (d) The strong, as they are 
brought into relations with the weak, must not insist upon the exercise of that 
liberty which they may indulge in private, because Christian love must help 
and not hinder or harm the weak. (e) The principle of action in all such matters 
must be love. 

It is evident, however, that Paul did not hold the view that the Christian 
body should always limit its opinions, or its acts, by the limitations of those 
among its members whose knowledge and faith, in the sense here indicated, are 
at the lowest point. He asserts most definitely and emphatically the rights of 
the individual conscience. ‘‘ Why is my liberty judged by another man’s con- 
science,” 1 Cor. x. 29. He affirms that conscientious scruples of the class 
referred to belong to and are occasioned by imperfect Christian knowledge. 
Growth in faith will remove them. Freedom from them is a blessedness. If 
they do not exist, they are not to be originated by anxious questioning (comp. 
1 Cor. x. 25-27), He expresses apprehension in the case of those who are fall- 
ing back into them (Gal. iv. 11), that his labour for their conversion and Chris- 
tian life has been in vain. He boldly advocates freedom against the Judaistic 
party. Ina word, he preaches the Pauline Gospel. 

No interpreter can understand the Apostle’s whole doctrine, who does not 
take both sides of the matter into his consideration. No body of Christian 
believers, it may be added, can fulfil the apostolic injunction so long as the 
men of freedom respecting the indifferent things are alone called upon to obey 
its voice, and cease to despise their weaker brethren. The weaker party must 
also do what has often been forgotten in later times, as it was in Paul’s day— 
cease to condemn those who are raised, through faith and knowledge, into the 
understanding that none of these things are unclean in themselves, but that 
they are so only to him who thinks them to be so. 


CXLVI. Ver. 15. ci yip .. . . 6 adeAgoc Avmeirat. 


Avreirac evidently is not the same word as drdAdAve, but the connection of 
the sentences shows that it must be either equivalent to that verb or must de- 
note something in the line of its meaning. It cannot, therefore, be the mere 
feeling of pain that another person does something which we regard as wrong. 
It must involve an injury to our Christian life, of greater or less moment. 
Whether, however,—this being admitted,—Av7eiv is to be regarded (with 
Philippi and others) as directly conveying the idea to injure, or (with Weiss ed. 
Mey.) as pointing to it more indirectly, in that the weaker person, being led 
on by the example of the strong, is thrown into much internal] conflict and 
sorrow, is more difficult to determine. The comparison of this expression with 
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1 Cor. viii. 9, 10, 11, 12, where there is much similiarity in language to the 
present passage, though indeed a reference toa different subject, would sug- 
gest the latter idea. Comp. especially ovveidnoig avtot dofevovg dvto¢ oikodopun- 
Ojoerat cig TO. . . éoOiew and TurTovTec abTov THY ovveldnow uobevovoar. 


CXLVIL. Ver. 16. pu) BAacdnpelo$w odv tudor 76 ayabor, 


The similarity of the entire passage to what is found in 1 Cor. viii, suggests 
that the reference in rd dyaSdv is to the “liberty” of the strong party. This 
explanation, which is favored by many writers (so Fritzsche, Tholuck, Godet, 
Gifford, and others), is rejected by Meyer, Weiss ed. Mey., Hofmann, de Wette, 
Alford, Philippi, and others. The last mentioned writers, however, differ in 
their views, as to what the good thing referred to is (see Meyer's note). The 
objections urged against the reference to liberty seem to have no real founda- 
tion. They are the following : (a) That the plural ‘‘ you” being used here, in- 
stead of the singular as in ver 15, shows that the writer isaddressing the whole 
church, and not the strong party. But it should be noticed, (1) that the plural 
is used in ver. 13 in addressing this party, and (2) that the whole church is 
nowhere spoken of throughout the entire chapter except with the use of the 
first person plural. (6) That the emphatic position of iuev indicates a ref- 
erence to the church. But the position of ivr is altogether consistent with a 
designed prominence given to the strong party in contrast with the weak. Paul 
was exhorting the strong with respect to that which belonged to them alone. 
Comp. the emphatic ot, ver. 22. (c) That the reading 7juov found in D and 
some later authorities, also in the Peshito, indicates the same reference. But 
jv simply unites the writer with the persons to whom he directs his remarks, 
and is just as applicable to the free party as it is to the whole body of believers. 
Comp. 7meic of Suvatoi xv. 1, 1 Cor. xv. 52, and other passages, where Paul refers 
to a class of persons and adds himself to them by the use of the ‘‘ communi- 
cative we.’ Moreover, this reading may have been, at the most, what some 
copyist thought to be the Apostle’s meaning, and may have been due to an 
error on his part as to what that meaning was. (d) That the verb SAacdnueicha 
points to reproaches of unbelievers against the church. It is to be admitted 
that the verb often has this reference, but that it may be used of believers 
also, is heyond doubt. It is thus used in 1 Cor. x. 30, where Paul is speaking 
of a matter kindred to that which is alluded to here. The argument derived 
from that passage as proving the same sense in this place is a very strong one. 
(e) That ver. 17 favors the interpretation of iv@yv as meaning all the church 
members. Not so, it may be answered, when the force of ver. 17 is rightly un- 
derstood. As, in 1 Cor, viii. 8, the Apostle urges, as a reason why the strong 
party should not allow their liberty to become a stumbling-block to the weak, 
the fact that food will not commend (or present) us before the Divine judgment- 
seat ; so here he presses the same thing on the ground that the kingdom of 
God does not consist in eating and drinking. (f) That roic dvpdérouc (ver. 18) 
shows that the SAacdnuia is that of unbelievers. But there is neither any 
statement by the writer, nor any decisive evidence, that dvOpérore means only 
unbelievers, and, if it does, there is no evidence that the 18th verse has any 
force except as confirming the declaration of ver. 17, or, in other words, that 
it has an immediate connection with ver. 16 of such a sort as to have any bear- 
ing whatever on the question under consideration. It is worthy of notice that 
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there is no allusion to unbelievers anywhere else in the chapter, but, on the 
other hand, that all the other suggestions of every sort have reference to the 
two parties of believers in their relation to each other. When we take this fact 
into view, and at the same time the insufficiency of the counter arguments, 
the parallelism of the expressions in the passage in the First Epistle to the 
Corinthians must be allowed its full weight. This parallelism and the natural- 
ness of the interpretation when the verse and the context are considered by them- 
selves, render the reference of 7d dyafév to the liberty of the strong party alto- 
gether probable. 


CXLVIII. Ver. 17. od ydp éorw 7 BaoiAeia 70d Ocod k.7.2. 


Meyer claims that the Icingdom of God here, and everywhere else, signifies 
“nothing else than the Messiah’s kingdom, the erection of which begins with 
the Parousia, belonging not to the aidv oiroc, but to the aidv péAAwy.” Weiss 
ed, Mey. admits that this is the ordinary meaning of the phrase in Paul's 
writings, but he denies that the reference here is to the kingdom as established 
hereafter. It is, rather, to the essential idea of the kingdom, which is not 
such that a man must eat and drink this or that in order to participate in it. 
The view of Weiss is more nearly correct. The vital element of the kingdom 
is not eating and drinking, but righteousness. The atmosphere of the king- 
dom is righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit. For those whose 
life is in this atmosphere the minor questions pertaining only to the physical 
life (cf. 1 Cor. vi. 13a) are insignificant. 

In regard to the words dcxatocivy and eipyvn, on the other hand, Meyer seems 
to have the right view as compared with Weiss. The latter, with Riickert, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Shedd, and others, holds that dic. here means dex. éx mio- 
Tewe and refers to justification, and that e/p. means reconciliation with God. 
The ordinary sense of dix. is more appropriate to the context and the chapter 
—conformity to what one ought to be and do. The context also points to 
peace with one another, rather than peace with God, as the idea in the writer’s 
mind. Comp. vv. 18,19. Itis certainly more natural to use the form of ex- 
pression found in ver. 18, 6 dovAetwy Xpiotd év rovTw or Tovro., 1f the words 
have the latter meaning. The whole chapter, also, has reference to actions 
and relations to the Christian brethren. It is not sufficient to urge, as counter- 
balancing the force of these suggestions, that the Apostle is stating what the 
essence of God’s kingdom consists in ; for though the things which are funda- 
mental to that kingdom are justification and reconciliation, yet, in a true and 
proper sense, the essence of the kingdom is righteousness of life and peace, 
which is the fruit of love. Weiss objects that love is not mentioned, but: it is 
plainly suggested in the use of e/pyv7, and the circumstances of the case called 
especially for the mention of this particular manifestation of love. 

The words yapa év rvetuare dyiw have been made an objection to the refer- 
ence of dix. and eipyvn favored by Meyer. It is affirmed that this joy is not an 
active virtue, but a mere condition subjective to the individual mind. In 
answer to this, however, it may be said that joy may here be referred to as 
both the origin of and the attendant upon the state of Christian peace, or that 
it may be mentioned as one of the chief fruits of the Spirit in connection with 
the others, although it is not intended to have precisely the same application. 
The strongest argument for the other view is that connected with this ex- 
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pression. But everything else points so decidedly towards Meyer's expla- 
nation, that it is to be regarded—not, indeed, as certain—but as the more 
probable of the two, Godet, Gifford, Beet, Sanday, Hofmann, and others 
among the most recent writers agree substantially with Meyer. Grimm Lex. 
N. T. is doubtful. Both views are united by de Wette. If Meyer's explanation 
is adopted, the righteousness and peace are (as he also says himself) those of 
the Christian life ;—having faith in Christ as the soil from which they spring 


CXLIX. Vv. 22, 23. od miotw qv Eyece, K.T.A. 


(3) Meyer, with whom, among recent commentators, Godet, Weiss ed. Meyer, 
Philippi, and some others agree, rejects 7v. He supposes it to be occasioned by 
a double writing of the last two letters of zit, or to have been added as ex- 
planatory. Philippi regards it asa paraphrastic gloss. Godet decides against its 
insertion on the ground that the ancient versions generally do not favour it, and 
that itis not in keeping with the context. Weiss thinks thatif it had been gen- 
uine, weshould have found 7?v rior in the text, and not rior.’ The external 
evidence is admitted to be favourable to its insertion, and it is adopted by Treg. 
Tisch. (8), W. & Hort. With 7» the sentence is certainly affirmative ; without jv 
it is probably so, though possibly interrogative. R. V. accepts 7v as the true 
reading. (2) wiorwv, by reason of the connection of thought throughout the 
chapter, must mean faith in the sense and application of the word suggested 
in vv. 1, 2, (3) xara ceavrdv, The emphasis is evidently upon these words. 
This, however, does not prove that the sole purpose of the sentence is to for- 
bid the pressing of one’s freedom in the presence and to the injury of the 
weak. The following clauses, as well as the wording of this clause itself, make 
it probable that, along with this idea, itis also implied that the strong may retain 
and enjoy and exercise the freedom of his faith when he is “by himself,’ and 
“before God” only. (4) “axdpioc is referred by Meyer to the fact that “the 
Messianic blessedness [i.e. in the established Messianic kingdom] does not 
become lost to him through conscientious doubts,’’ But, more probably, it re- 
fers to the present happiness, which the believer who is not troubled by such 
doubts in the sphere of the adiaphora must necessarily have. (5) The expla- 
nation given by Meyer of 6 uy Kpivay . . . . doxiuatec is undoubtedly correct. 
_ The man asks no questions for conscience’ sake (1 Cor. x. 25) before the action, 
and subjects himself to no self-judgment in and after it. As he practically ap- 
proves it (doxiaer), So he has no inward doubt that it is right. He has faith 
for ‘‘all things.” (6) On the other hand, the one who doubts is -condemned, 
provided he eats. He moves forward to action before he is inwardly ready for 
it. diexpivecOac is here used in the same sense as in Matt. xxi. 21. As Godet 
says, ‘‘Conscience has not yet reached oneness with itself; hence the term 
dtaxpir', to be divided into two men, the one of whom says yes, the other no.” 
katakéxpitai refers apparently to God’s judgment (Meyer says, ‘‘is liable to the 
divine penal judgment’), but does not carry with it the idea that the person 
will, necessarily, be a subject of eternal condemnation. (7) 6rv obK &k rioTewe. 
The reason of the condemnation is because the eating, in the case supposed, 
does not originate in, have its source in, faith. The man eats all things (ver. 
2) while he has faith only to eat vegetables. (8) wav dé 6 obk & wioTewe duaptia 
éoriv, mioric in this clause is to be understood in the sense in which it is used 
throughout the chapter. The interpretation of the clause is determined by 
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this fact. Paul is speaking of the action of Christians in the region of the 
adiaphora, and of this only. The explanation which applies the words to all 
actions and life, and which even makes them apply to unbelievers, declaring 
that everything which they do is sin because they do not believe in Christ, is 
founded on a misapprehension of what the Apostle’s purpose is. He has no 


reference to this matter, nor indeed to anything beyond the limits of the 
chapter, 
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CHAPTER XY.’ 


Various writers formerly, from the days of Semler,’ disputed, not that Paul 
was the author of chap. xv. and xvi. (as to the doxology, xvi. 25-27, see, how- 
ever, the critical notes on chap. xvi.), but that chap. xv. and xvi. along with chap. 
i.-xiv. compose one epistle. Semler himself thought that Paul had given to the 
bearers of the letter—of which Phoebe was not the bearer—a list, which they 
might exhibit, of the teachers whom they were to visit on their journey by way 
of Cenchreae (where Phoebe dwelt) and Ephesus (where Aquila dwelt), and to 
whom they weréto hand a copy of the letter. This list was in his view chap. 
xvi., of which, however, vv. 25-27 had their original place after xiv. 23 (which 
also Paulus, Griesbach, Flatt, Eichhorn assumed) ; and chap. xv. was an open 
letter to those same teachers, with whom the travellers were to confer respect- 
ing the contents.—Paulus (de originib. ep. ad Rom., Jen. 1801, and in his Kom- 
mentar, z. Gal. u. Rom. 1831, Introd.) held chap. xv. to be an appended letter 
for those who were enlightened, and chap. xvi. to have been a separate leaf for 
the bearer of the letters, with commendations to the overseers of the church and 
commissions to those whom they were particularly to greet from Paul. Gries- 
bach (curae in hist. text. Gr. epp. P. p. 45, and in his Opuse. ed. Gabl. vol. ii. p. 
63 ; comp. in opposition to him, Gabler himself in the Preface, p. xxiv.), 
whom in the main Flatt followed, saw in chap. xv. an appendix for the further 
discussion of the last subject, subjoined after the conclusion of the letter, while 
chap. xvi. consisted originally of various appended leaflets. A similar hypoth- 
esis was constructed by Eichhorn (Hinleit. III. p. 232 ff.), who, however, re- 
garded xvi. 1-20 as not belonging to Rome at all, but as a letter of commen- 
dation for Phoebe, probably destined for Corinth, but taken along with her to 
Rome. Among all the grounds by which these varied assumptions have been 
supported, there are none which are valid, not even those which appear the 
least to rest on arbitrary assumption. For the statement that Marcion did not 
read chap. xv. and xvi. amounts to this, that he, according to his fashion 
(see Hahn, d. Hv. Marcion’s, p. 50 ff.), excised them.’ See, besides, Nitzsch 
in the Zeitsohr. f. histor. Theol. 1860, I. p. 285 ff. Further, that Tertullian, c. 


1 Comp. Lucht, wb. d. beiden letzt. Kap. d. —which dissecuit cannot denote a mere mu- 


Rémerbriefs, eine krit. Unters., Berlin 1871. 

2 Keggemann, praes. Semler de duplici ep. 
ad Rom. appendice, Hal. 1767, and afterwards 
in Semler’s Paraphrase, 1769. See in oppo- 
sition to him, Koppe, we. II. p. 400 ff., ed. 
Ammon, Flatt, and Reiche. 

§ Origen on xvi. 25: ‘‘Caput hoe (viz. xvi. 
25-27) Marcion, a quo scripturae evange- 
licae et apostolicae interpolatae sunt, de 
hac epistola penitus abstulit ; et non solum 
hoc, sed et ab eo loco, ubi scriptum est (xiv. 
23): omne autem, quod non ex fide est, pec- 
catum est, usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit,” 


tilation (Reiche and others), but must be 
equivalent in sense to the preceding adstu- 
lit. The validity of this testimony cannot 
be overthrown by the silence of Epiphanius 
on this omission of Marcion, as a merely 
negative reason against it. Marcion’s stum- 
bling-blocks, as regards chap..Xv., were 
probably vy. 4 and 8 in particular. Alto- 
gether Marcion allowed himself to use 
great violences to this epistle, as he, for ex- 
ample, extruded x. 5-xi. 32; Tertullian, c. 
Mare. v.14. Comp. generally, Hilgenfeld, in 
the Zeitschr. f. hist. Theol, 1855, iii. p. 426 ff. 
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Marc. v. 14, designates the passage xiv. 10 as to be found in clausula of the 
epistle, is sufficiently explained from the fact that he is arguing avainst Marcion 
and hence refers to his copy. Comp. also Rénsch} d. N. 7. Tertullian’s p. 350. 
Again, the repeated formulae of conclusion before the final close of the letter 
(xvi. 20, 24 ; xv. 33 is merely the concluding wish of a section) are most readily 
and naturally understood from the repeated intention of the apostle actually 
to conclude ; which was to be done first of all at xvi. 16, but was frustrated 
through the intrusion of the further observation ver. 17 ff., and was deferred till 
ver. 20, after which, however, some further commissions of greeting were in- 
troduced (vv. 21-23), so that not until ver. 24 did the last wish of blessing— 
and now, for the complete conclusion of the whole, the ample doxology, vy. 
25-27—finish the epistle. Most plausible are the two difficulties felt in refer- 
ence to chap. xvi.; namely, (1) that Paul would probably not have had so many 
acquaintances in Rome, where he had not yet been at all, as he greets in chap. 
Xvi., especially seeing that, in the epistles subsequently written from Rome, he 
mentions none of them ; and (2) that Aquila and Priscilla could hardly at that 
time have been in Rome (xvi. 3), because they not long before were still dwell- 
ing in Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 19), and were at a later period likewise in Ephesus 
(2 Tim. iv. 19). This has been regarded as the most serious difficulty by Am- 
mon (Praefat. p. 24)—who held chap. xvi. to bea letter of commendation written 
by the apostle for Phoebe to Corinth after the imprisonment at Rome—and re- 
cently by Dav. Schulz (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 609 ff.), Schott (sag. p. 249 
ff.), Reuss (Gesch. d. h. Schrift. § 111), Ewald, Laurent, Lucht. Schulz regards 
chap. xvi. as written from Rome to Ephesus ; while Schott’s judgment is as 
follows : ‘*Totum cap. xvi. compositum est fragmentis diversis! alius cujusdam 
epistolae brevioris (maximam partem amissae), quam Paulus Corinthi ad coe- 
tum quendam Christianum in Asia Minori versantem dederat, ita ut qui schedu- 
las singulas haec fragmenta exhibentes sensim sensimque deprehendisset, 
continua serie unum adjiceret alteri.’’ Reuss (so also Hausrath and Sabatier) 
sees in xvi. 1-20 a letter with which Phoebe, who was travelling to Ephesus, was 
entrusted to the church there ; while Ewald (comp. Mangold, also Ritschl in 
the Juhrb. f. D. Theol. 1866, p. 352) cuts out only vy. 3-20, but likewise regards 
this portion as having originally pertained to an epistle of the apostle to the 
Ephesians, which, according to ver. 7, was written from the Roman captivity ; 
as, indeed, also Laurent (neutest. Stud. p. 31 ff.) extracts from vv. 1-24 a special 
commendatory letter for Phoebe, written by the apostle’s own hand to the Ephe- 
sians, assuming at the same time marginal remarks ;? and Lucht assigns the 
commendation of Phoebe, and the greetings by name in vy. 3-6, to a letter to 
the Ephesians, but the greetings following in ver. 7 ff. to the editor of the 
Epistle to the Romans. But (1) just in the case of Rome it is readily con- 
ceivable that Paul had many acquaintances there, some of whom had come 
from Asia and Greece, and had settled in Rome, whether permanently or tem- 
porarily (several perhaps as missionaries) ; while others, like Aquila, had been 
banished as Jews under Claudius, and then had returned as Pauline Christians. 
(2) It is by no means necessary that Paul should have known the whole of those 


1 These being vy. 1-16, vy. 17-20, vv. 21-24, than vy. 21, 28, 24. See, in opposition, 
VV. 25-27. Ritschl, d.c., and Lucht, p. 22 f.—Weisse 
2 And that to such an extent, that of the would have chap. xvi. together with chap. 
16th chapter nothing further is supposed to ix.-xi. directed to Ephesus. 
fave been written by Paul for the 2omans 
& 
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saluted by sight ; how many might, though personally unknown, be saluted by 
him! (3) The fact that Paul at a later period, when he himself was a prisoner 
in Rome and wrote thence (in my judgment, the Epistle to the Philippians here 
alone comes into consideration ; see Introd. to Eph. and Col. ; the Pastoral 
Epistles, as non-apostolic, must be disregarded), does not again mention any 
one of those here saluted, may have arisen from the altered circumstances of 
the time ; for between the composition of the epistle fo Rome and the apostle’s 
sojourn in Rome there lies an interval of three years, during which the major- 
ity of those referred to might have obtained other places of destination. 
Besides, the salutation which Paul in the Epistle to the Philippians offers to 
others (iv. 22) is merely a quite summary one. (4) There exists no ground at 
all for denying that Aquila and Priscilla might, after the writing of our First 
Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 19), have returned from Ephesus to 
Rome and have informed the apostle of their sojourn and activity there. (8) 
The greeting from all churches in ver, 16 is suitable enough for an epistle ad- 
dressed to the church of the capital city of the empire ; and the first-fruits of Asia, 
ver. 5, was everywherea distinguishing predicate, so that it does not presuppose 
. one living precisely in Ephesus.! (6) Were vy. 3-20 a portion cast adrift of an 
epistle to the Ephesians, or even a separate small letter to the Ephesians, it 
would not be easy to see how it should have come precisely to this place; it must 
have from the outset lost every trace of the tradition of its original destination to 
such an extent, that no occasion was found even afterwards, when an epistle to 
the Ephesians was already in ecclesiastical use, to subjoin it to that epistle. 
From all this there just as little remains any sufficient ground for severing, in 
opposition to all testimony, chap. xvi., as there is for severing chap. xv., having 
otherwise so close an external and internal connection with chap. xiy., from the 
Epistle to the Romans, and giving up the unity of the latter as handed down. 
It was reserved at last for the criticism of Baur to contest the apostolic origin 
of chap. xv. xvi. (in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, and Paulus, I. p. 394 ff., ed. 2; 
comp. also in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, 4, p. 493 ff. ; Schwegler, nachapostol. Zeitait. 
p. 123 ff. ; Volkmar, in the theol. Jahrb. 1856, p. 321 ff., and Rém. Kirche, 1857, 
p. 8). Baur finds in the last two chapters a making of advances towards the 
Jewish Christians,? such as does not suit the tenor of the rest of the epistle. 
In this view he objects particularly to vv. 3, 8, 14 in chap. xy.; vv. 9-12 isa 
mere accumulation of Bible passages to pacify the Jewish Christians ; ver. 15 
is irrelevant, ver. 20 no less so ; the statement of ver. 19: from Jerusalem to 
Ilyricum, is unhistorical, derived from a later interest ; vv. 22, 23 do not agree 
with i. 10-13 ; vv. 24, 28, intimating that Paul intended to visit the Romans 
only on his route to Spain, are surprising ; vv. 25, 26 have been taken by the 
writer from the epistles to the Corinthians for his own purpose, in order to win 
over the Jewish Christians ; the long series of persons saluted in chap. xvi.— 
a list of notabilities in the early Roman church—was intended to afford proof 
that Paul already stood in confidential relations to the best known members of 
the church, in connection with which several names, among them the ovyysveic 


1 Comp. besides, onthe arguments num- the apostle a softening and soothing counter. 
bered 1-5, van Hengel, I. p. 783 ff. poise in favor of the Judaists, and in the 

2The two chapters are supposed, for- interests of unity.’ The 15th chapter is 
sooth, to belong to a Pauline writer, “who, supposed to have its original in 2 Cor. x. 
in the spirit of the author of the book of Acts, 13-18.—Hilgenfeld has not adhered to Baur’s 
wished to oppose to the sharp anti-Judaism of view. 
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of the apostle as well as Aquila and Priscilla, and their characterization are sus- 
picious ; vv. 17-20 are unsuitably placed, and without characteristic colouring ; 
the position of the final doxology is uncertain ; the entire complaisance towards 
the Jewish Christians conflicts with Gal. i. and ii. But this same (so-called) 
complaisance (according to Volkmar, ‘‘ with all manner of excuses and half com- 
pliments’’) is assumed utterly without ground, especially seeing that Paul had 
already in an earlier passage expressed so much of deep and true sympathy for 
bisppeople: (comp aim 1 ff, x1), 2) xi, 1,2, 10! ff, ed al.) ; and whatever else is 
discovered to be irrelevant, unsuitable, and unhistoric in the two chapters is 
simply and solely placed in this wrong light through the interest of suspicion ; 
while, on the other hand, the whole language and mode of representation are so 
distinctively Pauline, that an interpolation so comprehensive would in fact 
stand unique, and how singular, at the same time, in being furnished with such 
different conclusions and fresh starts! See, further, Kling in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1837, p. 308 ff. ; Delitzsch in the Taher. Zeitschr. 1849, p. 609 ff. ; Th. Schott, 
p. 119 ff ; Wieseler in Herzog’s Encyklop. XX. p. 598 f. ; Mangold, iy Gili tes 
Riggenbach in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 41 ff.—Nevertheless Lucht, Lec., 
has once more come into very close contact with Baur, in proposing the hy- 
pothesis that the genuine epistle of Paul, extending to xiv. 23, existed in an 
incomplete state ; that thereupon, one hand, summing up the main points of 
the epistle in the (un-Pauline) doxology, added the latter after xiv. 23 ; while 
another further continued the theme broken off at xiv. 23, and subjoined an 
epilogue, along with greetings, tothe Romans. In this way two editions arose, of 
which one (A) contained chap. i.—xiv. and xvi. 25-27; while the other (B) con- 
tained chap. i.—xiv. and xy. 1-16, 24; A and B were then supplemented from 
one another. That which Paul himself had appended efter xiv. 23, was removed 
from it by the Roman clergy, and laid up in their archives (out of consideration 
for the ascetics, namely) ; but subsequently it, along with fragments of an 
epistle to the Ephesians, which had also been placed in the archives, had been 
worked in by the composer of chap. xv. and xvi. This entire hypothesis turns 
upon presuppositions and combinations which are partly arbitrary in them- 
selves, and partly without any solid ground or support in the detailed exegesis. 

Ver. 2. After &aoroc Elz. has yap, against decisive witnesses. — Ver. 4. Instead 
of the second rpoeypdon, BC DE F G &*, 67**, 80, most vss., and several Fa- 
thers have éypdén. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche. 
Rightly ; the compound is an intentional or mechanical repetition. — Not 
so strongly attested (though by A B C* L 8) is the did repeated before tic 
mapaxA in Griesb., Lachm., Tisch. 8, which, since the article again follows, 
became easily added. — Ver. 7. tyudc] Elz. : quae, against AC D**, EF GL, 
min., most vss., and several Fathers. A correct gloss, indicating the reference 
of tude to the Jewish and Gentile Christians. — Ver. 8. ydp] approved by 
Griesb., adopted also by Lachm, and Tisch. But Elz. and Fritzsche have 0é; 
against which the evidence is decisive. Moreover, Afyw dé is the customary 
form with Paul for more precise explanation, and hence also slipped in here. — 
yeyevfoba:] Lachm. : yevéo$ar, according to BC* D* F G, Arm. Ath. But how 
readily one of the two syllables TE might be passed over, and then the familiar 
(comp. also Gal. iv. 4) yevéoSar would be produced !—Ver, 11. After maAw 
Lachm, has Aéyer, according to BD E FG, 1, and several vss. ; manifestly an 
addition in accordance with ver, 10, —éza:mécate] Lachm, and Tisch. : éraive- 
odrwoay, according to A BC DE 8, 39, Chrys. ms. Dam. Both readings are 
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also found in the LXX., and may be borrowed thence. The circumstance that 
after aiveire the forin ézaivécate, as more conformable, readily offered itself, 
speaks in favour of émarvecatwoav, — Ver. 15, adedgui] is wanting indeed in A B 
© &*, Copt, Aeth, Cyr. Chrys. Ruf. Aug. (omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8), 
and stands in 3, 108, after pépovg ; but why should it have been added? On 
the other hand, its omission was readily suggested, since it had just appeared 
for the first time in ver. 14, and since it seemed simply to stand in the way of 
the connection of amd ép. ; hence also that transposition in 3, 108.— Ver. 17. 
kavynowv] Rightly Lachm. and Tisch, : rv xavynow, The reference of the pre- 
ponderantly attested article was not understood. — Ver. 19. dyiov] So A C D 
E FG, min., and most vss. and Fathers. Adopted also by Griesb , Lachm., 
and Scholz, But Elz. (so also Matth., Fritzsche, Tisch. 8), in aceordance with 8 
and D** LP, most min., Syr. Chrys. and others, has Ocov. In B, Pel. Vigil. 
there is merely zvevwatoc. So Tisch. 7. Since there is absolutely no reason why 
dy. or Ocod should have been omitted or altered, probably the simple tvevyaro¢ 
is the original, which was only variously glossed by dy. and Oeod. — Ver. 20. 
prAotiuodwevor] Lachm. : grzoTwodua, according toB D* FGP. To facilitate the 
construction, — Ver. 22. ra moAAc] BD EF G: zozAdKic, so Lachm. An inter- 
pretation in accordance with i. 13. — Ver. 23. zoAAév] Tisch. 7 : ixavdv, accord- 
ing to B C, 37, 59, 71, Dam. A modifying gloss, according to an expression 
peculiarly well known from the book of Acts,— Ver. 24. After Sraviav Elz. and 
Tisch. 7 have é/Aetcouae mpd¢ tudc, which is omitted by Griesb., Lachm., and 
Tisch. 8. A contrast to ver. 22, written at the side, and then introduced; but 
rejected by all uncials except L &**, and by all vss. except Syr. p. ; attested, 
however, among the Fathers by Theodoret, Theophylact, and Oecumenius, and 
preserved in nearly all the cursives. This old interpolation occasioned the 
insertion of an illustrative ydp after éAzif{w (so Elz., Tisch., and also Lachm.), 
the presence of which also in principal witnesses (as A B © §), in which éAetc. 
mp. di. Is wanting; does not point to the originality of these words, but only to 
avery early addition and diffusion of them, so that in fact those witnesses 
represent only a half-completed critical restoration of the original text, whilst 
those which omit both (as F G) still contain the original text or a complete 
purification of the text. — Instead of Sg’ tuor, Lachm. and Tisch. 7 have dd’ 
duov, according to D E F G, min., which presents itself as genuine, and is ex- 
plained by %¢’ tuov on account of the passive. B has azo iuov.—Ver. 29. 
Xpiorod] Elz. : tov evayyeAtov Tod X., against decisive evidence. A gloss. — Ver. 
31. dvaxovia] Lachm., : dwpodopia, according to B D* F G, which, however, Paul, 
considering the delicacy of designation here throughout observed, can hardly 
have written ; it appears to be an explanation. — The repetition of.iva before 7 
duax. (in Elz.) is, according to A B C D* F G &%*, 80, justly also omitted by 
Lachm, and Tisch. — Instead of # ei¢ Lachm. has 7) év, according to B D* F G, 213. 
Both prepositions are suitable to the sense ; but the omission of the article in 
the majority of witnesses enables us to perceive how # év arose. This omission, 
namely, carried with it the alteration of ei¢ into ty (66, Chrys, really have 
merely év), and then 7 év arose through ap only partial critical restoration. — 
Ver. 32. 2AQw] AC &*, Copt. Arm. Ruf. : é20év with omission of the subse- 
quent xai. Too weakly supported ; an emendation of style, yet adopted by 
Tisch. 8.— Instead of Orod, B has xvpiov "Inood (so Lachm.); DE F G, It. : 
Xptorod "Incot ; 8*: "Inoos Xp. But the apostle never says dui Geanu. X prorod, 
but always J. 0. Ocod (comp. i. 10; 1 Cor. i. 1; 2 Cor. i. 1, viii. 5, et al.), as 
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throughout he uses §eA7ua constantly of God, when there is mention of His 
emnipotence or gracious will; where said of Christ, the Ged/jua is for him only 
the moral will (Eph. v. 17). Hence those readings are to be regarded as un- 
suitable glosses after vv. 29, 30. — Kai cvvavar, tuiv] has been omitted by Lachm. 
on the authority of B only, in which he is followed by Buttmann. From i, 12 
ouurapakAnfijvac would have been employed as an addition, and not ovvavar. ; 
DE have avapigo jc duov (2 Tim. i. 16). — Ver. 33. The omission of the dv 
(bracketed by Lachm.) is too weakly attested. 


Vy. 1-18.’ More general continuation of the subject previously treated : 
Exhortation to the strong to bear with the weak, according to Christ's example (vv. 
1-4); a blessing on concord (vv. 5, 6); and a summons to receive one another as 
brethren, as Ohrist has received them, Jews and Gentiles (vv. 7-12). Blessing 
(ver. 13). 

Ver. 1. Connection: To the preceding exposition of the perniciousness of 
the eating indicated in xiv. 23, Paul now subjoins the general obligation,? 
which is to be fulfilled by the strong, over against (dé) that imperilling of 
the weak. The contrast of duvaroi and adivaro is just as in chap. xiv. ; the 
Tj wiorec Of more precise definition in xiv. 1 is so fully understood of itself 
after the preceding discussion, that we have here no right either to general- 
dze the contrast (Hofmann : of the soundness and frailty of the Christian 
state of the subjects generally), or to single out the duvaroi as a peculiar extreme 
party which in their opposition to the weak had gone further and had de- 
manded more than the remaining members of the church who did not be- 
long to the weak (Mangold, employing this interpretation in favour of his 
view as to the Jewish-Christian majority of the church, as if the dvvarot had 
been a Gentile-Christian minority). Against this, jueic is already decisive, 
whereby Paul, in agreement with xiv. 14, 20, has associated himself with 
the strong, making his demand as respects its positive and negative portions 
the more urgent. —— 7a doteviara) the actual manifestations, which appear as 
results of the aofeveiv rq riotec (xiv. 1). The word is not found elsewhere. 
These imbecillitates are conceived as a burden (comp. Gal. vi. 2) which the 
strong take up and bear from the weak, inasmuch as they devote to them, in 
respect to these weaknesses, patience and the helpful sympathy (2 Cor. xi. 


29) of ministering love.* 


1 According to Lucht, p. 160 ff., the entire 
passage vv. 1-3 is post-apostolic, not merely 
in the mode of its presentation, but also in 
that ofits view. In comparison with chap. 
xiv., all is delineated too generally and ab- 
stractly ; the example of Christ has in no 
other place been applied by Paul as it is 
here in vy. 3-7; the citations are after the 
manner of a later point of view; the argu- 
ment in vv. 9-12 is not free from Jewish- 
Christian prejudices, etc. All of them 
grounds, which do not stand the test of an 
unprejudiced and unbiassed explanation of 
details—evil legacies from Baur’s method 
of suspicion. ; 

2 In opposition to Hofmann, who, assign- 


Thus they, in themselves strong and free, become 


ing to the concluding verses of the epistle 
(xvi. 25-27) their place after xiy. 23, places 
opetAowev in connection with ro dé duvvapevw 
K.7.A., XVi. 25; See On XVi. 25-27. 

3 Baoragew can the less indicate, as the 
subjects of the present exhortation, per- 
sons who were distinct from those ad- 
dressed by mpocAapBaverde, xiv. 1 (Man- 
gold), because in fact mpocAaws. recurs in 
ver. 7%. How frequently does Paul give 
different forms to the same injunctions! 
Mangold also lays an incorrect stress on 
the éé, with which chap. xv. opens, as 
though, according to our view, odv should 
have been used. 
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servants of the weak, as Paul was servant of all, 1 Cor. ix. 19, 22. — py éav- 
roic dpéoxer| not to please ourselves (1 Cor. x. 33); ‘‘quemadmodum solent, 
qui proprio judicio contenti alios secure negligunt,” Calvin. This is moral 
selfishness. 

Ver. 2. ele 7d dyad.] for his benefit. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 33; 1 Thess. ii. 4. 
A more special definition thereof is rpdc oixodouyy, in order to build up, to 
produce Christian perfection (in him). See on xiv. 19. According to 
Fritzsche, eic 1d ayaf. is in respect of what is good, whereby immoral men- 
pleasing is excluded. But its exclusion is understood of itself, and is also 
implied in xpoc oixodou4v. On the interchange of eic and zpéc, comp. iii. 25, 
26. : 
Ver. 3. Establishment of this duty by the pattern : for Christ also, etc. — 
GAAd, Kaloo x.7.2.] but, as it is written, the reproaches of those reproaching 
thee fell on me. After aAAd a comma only is to be placed, and nothing is to 
be supplied, neither sib¢ displicuit with Erasmus, nor jfecit with Grotius and 
others, nor éyévero (Borger) and the like. Had Paul desired to express him- 
self in purely narrative form, he would have written instead of cé: Ocdr, 
and instead of éué: airév. But he retains the scriptural saying, which he 
adduces, literally, enhancing thereby the direct force and vivacity of the 
discourse. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 831; Winer, 534, 556 [E. T. pp. 574, 589].— 
The passage is Ps. lxix. 10 (literally after the LXX.), where the suffering 
subject is a type of the Messiah (comp. xi. 9 ; John ii. 17, xv. 25, xix. 28). 
‘—That the reproaches of the enemies of God fell on Christ, i.e. that the enemies 
of God vented their fury on Christ, proves that Christ was bent on pleasing 
not Himself (for otherwise He would have abstained from taking these His 
sufferings upon Himself ; comp. Heb. xii. 2, 3, Phil. ii. 6-8), but men, in- 
asmuch as He in order to their redemption surrendered Himself, with full 
self-renunciation of His airapxeca, to the enmity against God of His adver- 
saries. Calvin and others: ‘‘Ita se Domino devovisse, ut descinderetur 
animo, quoties sacrum ejus nomen patere impiorum maledicentiae videret,” 
so that the idea of self-denying devotion to the cause of God (so also de Wette 
and Philippi) is expressed. But according to the connection, it is the de- 
votion of Christ, not for the cause of God, but for the salvation of humanity 
(see ver. 2), into fellowship of suffering with which He entered, that is to 
be proposed as an example. Comp. Matt. xx. 28. —dvediondc belongs to 
later Greek. Sce Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512. 

Ver. 4. In O. 7. words Paul had just presented the example of Christ as 
an encouragement, and not without reason: for all that was previously 
written, etc. This reason’ might, in truth, cause the example of Christ set 
before them to appear all the more inviting and involving the more sacred 
obligation to follow it. — rpoeypagy] apo clearly obtains its definition through 


1 Even if the closing verses of chap. xvi. pendent doxology—would be impossible on 
had their critically correct position at the account of the already interposed vy. 2 and 
end of chap. xiv., we still could not, with 8, and after the cadus yeypamrat just preced- 
Hofmann, put the yép in our passage into ing (to which every reader must have re- 
relation to the designation of God contained ferred the mpoeypady, ver. 4). Comp. 1 Cor. 
in those. concluding verses. This—eyen apart x. ie 
from the fact that xvi, 25-27 is an inde- 
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the #uerépay in the second clause, prefixed with emphasis ; hence : all that 
was written before us, before owr time,’ by which is meant the collective con- 
tents of the O. T. Wronely, therefore, Reiche and Hofmann think that it 
refers to the Messianic oracles written before their fulfilment. On didacx. comp. 
2 Tim. iii. 16. — dua rie brow. k. Tt. rapa. t. yp.] through the perseverance and 
the comfort which the Scriptures afford tous. That r. bro. is to be connected 
with rév ypad. (in opposition to Melanchthon, Grotius, Ammon, Flatt, van 
Hengel, and others), is clear from the fact, that otherwise r. izou. would 
stand severed from the connection, as well as from ver. 5 : 6 Osd¢ tHe brop. 
k. T. TapaxA. The txozovy is here also, according to ver. 3, and conformably 
to the connection with rapakAnoic, self-denying endurance in all sufferings 
(see on v. 3), opposed to éavr® apécxery ; and the ypadai are conceived as 
“ministerium spiritus” (Melanchthon). Incorrectly Hofmann understands 
the irouovi r. ypad. as the waiting upon Scripture (namely, upon that which 
stands written in it), apon its fulfilment. Thus there is substituted for the 
notion of trouovy that of aroxapadoxia (vill. 19), or avazovf (Symmachus, Ps. 
XXXvVili. 8, lxx. 6), which even in 2 Thess. iii. 5 it by no means has (see 
Liinemann) ; and how strangely would the only once used rév ypad. be forced 
into two entirely different references of the genitive !— rv éArida Eyouev de- 
notes having the hope (i.e. the definite and conscious Christian hope of the 
Messianic glory) : for to promote the possession of this blessed hope by means 
of patience and comfort in Christians, is the object for which the contents of 
the O. T. were written for the instruction of Christians. Accordingly 
neither is éywyu. to be taken as tencamus, with Beza and others ; nor is éAr., 
with Reiche and others, of the object of hope. Against the latter (see on Col. 
i. 5) militates the fact that éarida éyew never denotes anything else than the 
subjective spem habere. Acts xxiv. 15; 2Cor. x. 15 ; Eph. ii. 12; 1 Thess. 
iv. 13 ; 1 John iii. 3, et al. ; Wisd. iti. 18 ; Ken. Mem. iv. 2. 28; Polyb. i. 
59. 2. Comp. Lobeck, Aglaoph. I. p. 70. But that the éAz/c¢ refers to the 
conversion of the world of nations is a misunderstanding of Hofmann’s, which 
is connected with his erroncous reference of yap, ver. 4 (see on ver. 4). It is 
the hope of eternal salvation which, warranted and fostered by the influence 
of Scripture imparting patience and consolation, can and should merge and 
reconcile all separate efforts of airapéoxesa, Which divide men, into the mu- 
tual unanimity of Christian sentiment. Comp. Eph. iv. 3, 4. 

Ver. 5. Aé] leading over to the wish that God may grant them the concord 
which it was the design of the previous exhortation, vv. 1-4, to establish. — 
The characteristic designation of God as the author of the perseverance and 
of the consolation,® is intended not merely to supply an external connection 
with ver. 4, but stands in an internal relation to the following 70 avrd ¢po- 
yeiv, since this cannot exist if men’s minds are not patient and consoled, ¢ 
that they do not allow themselves to be disturbed by anything adverse in 


1The compound is then followed (see  patientiae et consolationis auctor est, quia 
critical notes) by the simple expression,—a utrumque cordibus nostris instillat per 
frequent interchange also in the classics ; Spiritum suum ; verbo tamen suo velut in- 
see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 59 B. strumento ad id utitur.” 

2 Calvin aptly remarks: ‘‘ Solus sane Deus 
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the like effort which must take place in their mutual fellowship (év a2A2nA.). 
Through this identity (ro airé, comp. on xii. 16) of purpose and endeavour 
there exists in a church 7 capdia Kai 4 uy pia, Acts iv. 32.1— Kara X. i et 
conformably to Christ. Bither Christ is conceived as the regulative ideal of 
the frame of mind, according to which each is to adjust himself for his part 
in the common 1d aird dpoveiv ; or : according to the will of Christ (comp. 
John xvii. 21), like card Océv, viii. 27. The first is to be preferred, since the 
model of Christ, ver. 3 (comp. ver. 7), is still the conception present to the 
apostle’s mind. Comp. Col. ii. 8; Phil. ii. 5 ; naré «bpiov, 2 Cor. xi. 17, is 
somewhat different. 

Ver. 6. ’Ev él oréuat:] By this the preceding éofvyadéy is not explained 
(Reiche)—which is an impossible notion—but éyo#. specifies the source of 
the éy é? or., and is to be closely joined with it: wianimously with one 
mouth, not : unanimously, with one mouth. It is otherwise, e.g., with Dem. 
147. 1: duo8uuaddv éx wae yvoune, Where the explanatory addition has a place. 
If God is so praised, that each is led by the like disposition to the like ut- 
terance of praise, then all dissension is removed, and the unanimity of the 
fellowship has found in this ciudwvoc tuvwdia (Theodore of Mopsuestia) its 
holiest expression. On év év oréua7c (instrumental), comp. the classical 
2& voc orduaroc, Plato, 640 C, p. 364 A; Legg. i. p. 634 E ; Rep. Anthol. xi. 
159. — rod xupiov x.7.A.] belongs simply to xarépa, not also to Gedy in opposi- 
tion to Grotius, Bengel, and others, including Riickert, Reiche, Tholuck (?), 
Fritzsche), and «ai adds epexegetically the specific more precise definition. 
[See Note CL. p. 558.] So throughout with this description of God habit- 
ually used by the apostles, as 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 31; Eph. i. 3; Col. i. 3; 1 
Pet, i. 38. This is clear from the passages, in which with ar. the genitive 
(Iyoot X.) is not subjoined, as 1 Cor. xv. 24 ; Eph. v. 20 ; Col. ii. 17; Jas. 
i. 27, ii. 9. See on 1 Cor. v. 24; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Eph. i. 3. It ought not to 
have been objected, that the form of expression must either have been rév 
Ocov yudv x. warépa I. X. or tov Ocdy tov war. "I. X. Either of these would be 
the expression of another idea. But as Paul has expressed himself, 7év binds 
the conceptions of God and ‘‘ Father of Christ” into unity.?- Rightly Theo- 
doret : judy Ocdv éxdAeca Tov Ocdy, Tod dd Kvpiov warépa. 

Ver. 7. Ad] in order, namely, that this object, ver. 6, may be attained, 
that its attainment may not be hindered on your part.* — xpoo?auf.] See on 
xiv. 1. That not the strong alone (Hofmann), but doth parties, and thus the 
readers collectively, are addressed, and that subsequently tude refers to both 
(not merely or principally to the Gentile-Christians, as Riickert and Reiche 
think), follows from aAAgaoue ; and see vv. 8, 9. — xpocerd Bero] ‘‘ sibi sociavit,” 
Grotius. Comp. xiv. 8.—eic¢ défav Oeoi] belongs to xpoceréB. buac, beside 
which it stands, and to which, in accordance with vv. 8, 9 ff., it is alone 
suitable. Hence it is not to be connected with zpoorau3. a22%2. (Chrysostom, 


1On the form Sey, instead of the older 3Tofmann incorrectly (in accordance 
Attic doin, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 346; with his incorrect reference of ver. 1 ff. to 
Idihner, I. p. 644. Xvi. 25-27) renders: “for the sake of the 


, Comp. Dissen ad Dem. decor. p. 873f.; hope,” which you may learn from Scripture. 
Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1.19, ad Anabd. ii. 2.8. 
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Oecumenius, Erasmus, and others); and just as little with the latter dmme- 
diately, but with rpoceAaB. tuac only mediately (as Hofmann splits the refer- 
ence). But it means: that God might be thereby glorified, not: ‘ut ali- 
quando divinae gloriae cum ipso simus (sitis) participes,” Grotius (so also 
Beza, Piscator, Calovius, Klee, Benecke, Glickler), which is condemned by 
vv. 8, 9 ff. as opposed to the context. Comp. Phil. ii. 11; Eph. i. 12. 

Vv. 8, 9. A more precise explanation—which furnishes a still more defi- 
nite motive for compliance with the zpooAauZ. a44.—respecting 6 Xpioric 
Tpooerdp. bu. ei¢ S6E. Ocod, first in respect of Jewish-Christians (ver. 8), and 
then of Gentile-Christians (ver. 9), and that in such a manner that the con- 
nection of the former with Christ appears as the fulfilment of their theocratic 
claim, but that of the latter as the enjoyment of grace ;—a distinction so sect 
forth, not from the Jewish-Christian narrowness of the author (Lucht), but 
designedly and ingeniously (comp. xi. 28, 29), in order to suggest to the 
Gentile-Christians greater esteem for their weaker Jewish brethren,! and 
humility. — A¢yo yap] I mean, namely, in order more particularly to explain 
myself respecting the xpoceAdBero tuac x.7.2.; otherwise in xii. 8. But 
comp. 1 Cor. i. 12; Gal. iv. 1, v.16. Frequently thusin the Greek writers. 
— didkovoy yeyev. mepit.| duax. has emphasis, in order to bring out the original 
theocratic dignity of the Jewish - Christians. [See Note CLI. p. 558.] 
Christ has become minister of the circumeised ; for to devote His activity to 
the welfare of the Jewish nation was, according to promise, the duty of 
His Messianic office. Comp. Matt. xx. 28, xv. 24. —imép ddnf. Ocov] more 
particularly explained at once by what follows ; hence: for the sake of the 
truthfulness of God, in order to justify and to demonstrate it through the 
realization of the hallowed promise given to the fathers ; comp. 2 Cor. 1. 20. 
Thus the rpoceAdBero iuac in respect of the Jewish-Christians redounded eic 
défav Ocov; but it redounded to this quite otherwise in respect of the Gen- 
tile- Christians, ver. 9. —trép éhéove| contrast to imép aAnf. Oecd, ver. 8: on 
behalf of mercy, i.e. for mercy, which God has evinced towards them by His 
making them joint partakers in redemption. The references of txép in the 
two cases are thus not alike. —do&doa, ordinarily understood as dependent 
on Aéyo, may neither denote : have praised (namely, at their adoption), as 
Reiche, Riickert, de Wette, Bisping would explain it, which not merely 
introduces an irrelevant idea, but also runs counter to the usage of the aorist 
infinitive (even 2 Cor. vi. 1, see in loc.); nor: have to praise (Tholuck, 
Philippi, and most), for there is no mention of a duty according to the par- 
allelism of the two verses, since Aéyw yap has not here the sense of command- 
ing (see on xii. 3, ii. 22); nor, finally, is it an infinitive without reference to 
time (I say, that the Gentiles praise), as Winer, p. 311 f. [E. T. p. 332], and 
Fritzsche, after the Vulgate, Luther, and others, take it, which would have 
required the present infinitive, because 2éyw does not here express the notion 


1The contrast of Jewish and Gentile our passage to the supposed editor of the 
Christianity is so essentially and radically epistle (Lucht), who has worked up the 
connected with the difference respecting Pauline portion of the letter, following xiv. 
the use of food, that it is wholly groundless 23, into conformity with a later, entirely 
to ascribe the treatment of that contrastin altered state of things. 
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of willing, hoping, and the like (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 749), but simply 
that of affirming with statement of the object. Moreover, the gorist infinitive 
necessarily leads to this, that dofdca is parallel to the preceding PeBadcar, © 
and consequently is not governed by Aéyw at all, but is connected with ei¢ 7d, 
as Castalio and Beza have rightly perceived ; comp. also Bengel (‘‘ glorii- 
carent”) and van Hengel. Hence: ‘‘in order that He might ratify the 
promises of the fathers, but that the Gentiles, on behalf of mercy, might praise 
God.” The former, namely, iép dAjfetac Ocod eic TO BeBardoa x.t.2., Was the 
proximate design of Christ’s having become minister of the circumcised; and 
the more remote design, which was to be attained through the passing of 
salvation from the Jews to the Gentiles (comp. Gal. iii. 14), consisted in 
this, that on the other hand the Gentile should praise God on account of mercy. 
Incorrectly, Hofmann takes dofaca: as optative: Paul wishes that the Gen- 
tiles, etc. In this way the ei¢ défav Oecd, ver. 7, would be something which 
was still only to set in, although it had set in long ago (comp. ix. 24, 25, and 
see xy. 16-24). Without ground, Hofmann imports into the simple ra é@v7 
the idea of ‘the Gentile world as a whole ;” it can in fact according to the 
context denote only the Gentile portion of those, whom Christ zpoceAdBero 
eic d6Eav Ocov. — Observe, moreover, how logically correct is the contrast 
of ixép aAnO. and imép éAéovc (in opposition to Olshausen, Fritzsche); for 
although God had promised the future rpécAnyuc of the Gentiles also (in the 
prophets), He nevertheless cannot have promised it to the Gentiles themselves, as 
He has given the Messianic promise to the Jews themselves and chosen them for 
His people, in accordance with which, He, by virtue of His truthfulness, was 
bound to His word, and consequently the Jews, not the Gentiles, were de jure 
the children in terms of the covenant and heirs of the kingdom ; comp. ix. 
4,5; Acts ill. 25; see also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 397. —xabd¢ yéyp.] This 
praising by the Gentiles takes place in conformity with (as a fulfilment of) 
Ps. xviii. 50, which passage is quoted after the LXX. The historical sub- 
ject of the passage, David, is a type of Christ ; hence neither the Gentile- 
Christian (Fritzsche), nor the apostle ef the Gentiles as the organ of Christ 
(Hofmann, comp. Reiche), nor any messenger of salvation generally to the 
Gentile world (Philippi), is in the sense of the apostle the subject of the 
fulfilment of the prophecy, but only Christ can be so. The latter says to 
God that He, as present among the Gentiles (whom He has made His own 
through their conversion), will magnify Him. This, however, is a plastic 
representation of the praise of the Gentiles themselves, which in fact takes place 
év ovduare kupiov "Inoov and dé abtov (Col. iii. 17). Comp. already Augustine: 


‘‘tibi per me confitebantur gentes.” Bengel aptly says : ‘‘ Quod in psalmo 
Christus dicit se facturum, id Paulus gentes ait facere ; nempe Christus 
Jacit in gentibus, Heb. ii, 12.” — dia rovro] included as a constituent part of 


the citation, but without reference to the matter in hand in Paul’s text. — 
év Eveor| to whom He, through the Spirit, by means of the preaching of the 
gospel has come, and has placed them in communion with Himself.—As to 
éSouodoy. with the dative, comp. on xiv. 11. It presupposes, as well as Ward 
and the corresponding verbs, vv. 10, 11, the divine coc) which had been 
vouchsafed to the Gentiles, as motive. 
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Ver. 10. Tdi] Again, namely, in another passage containing the same 
thing. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 20 ; Matt. iv. 7, v. 38. —Aéyer] se. 4 ypadh, which 
is to be taken from yéypazra:, ver. 9. — The ‘passage is Deut. xxxii. 43, 
closely following the LXX., who, however, probably following another 
reading (2~-NS8 in Kennicott), deviate from the Hebrew.’ 

Ver. 11. Ps. exvii. 1 (closely following the LXX., but see the critical 
notes) contains a twofold parallel summons to the praise of God, addressed 
to all Gentile peoples.* In this case aiveiy and éracveiv are not different in 
degree (Philippi), but only in form, like praise and bepraise (loben and 
beloben|. 

Ver. 12. Isa. xi. 10, with omission of év rip juépa éxeivy after oraz, literally 
after the LXX., who, however, translate the original inaccurately. The 
latter runs: ‘* And it comes to pass at that day, that after the root-shoot of 
Jesse, which stands as a banner of peoples (D°2Y 037) Gentiles shall inquire. ”* 
But the words of the LXX., as Paul has quoted them, run as follows: 
‘* There shall be the root-shoot of Jesse and (i.e. and indeed, explanatory) He 
who arises (raises himself) to rule over Gentiles ; on Him shall Gentiles hope.” 
This passage and its entire connection are Messianic, and that indeed in so 
far as the idea is therein expressed, that the promised descendant of David, 
the ideal of the theocratic king, will extend His kingdom over Gentiles also, 
and will be the object of their desire (according to the LXX. and Paul : of 
their believing hope). This prophecy likewise Paul sees fulfilled through 
the magnifying of the divine mercy by the already converted Gentiles (vv. 
7, 9). Observe that 2@vaév and é6vy are without the article, and hence do not 
denote ‘‘the Gentile world” (Hofmann). —7 pita is here, according to the 
Heb. WW, the root-shoot ; comp. Ecclus, xlvii. 22; Rev. v. 5, xxii. 6; 1 
Mace. i, 10; Eccles. xl. 15. He is the root-shoot 07 Jesse, because Jesse is 
the root from which He springs, as the ancestor of the Messianic king, 
David, Jesse’s son, sprang from it. This descendant of Jesse is the Messiah 
(comp. Isa. xi. 1, lili. 2), who (according to the original text) is a banner for 
peoples, and consequently their leader and ruler. Christ has entered on this 
dominion at His ezultation, and He carries it out by successive stages 
through the conversion of the Gentiles. — ix’ avrg! of the resting of hope upon 


1 The original, according to the present 
reading, does not mean : *‘ Rejoice, ye tribes, 
His people” (de Wette and others; comp. 
Luther: “all ye who are His people”’), since 
D7) cannot denote the tribes of the Jewish 
people ; but, as the Hiphil 4}°}17J allows, 
either with the Vulgate: “ laudate, gentes, 
populum ejus” (so Gesenius, 7hes. I. p. 272, 
and Umbreit, p. 358; comp. Kamphausen, 
Lied Mos. p. 219 f.); or: “make to shout for 
joy, ye Gentiles, His people,’ which, however, 
does not fit the connection ; or (with Aquila 
and Theodotion, comp. Hofmann), Shout 
Sor joy, ye Gentiles, ye who are His peopie. 
The latter is to be preferred, because 
ry in the sense of Kal, in the few pas- 


sages where it is so found, is not joined with 
the accusative, but either is joined with 
the dative ()—as Ps. Ixxxi. 2—or stands 
absolutely (Ps. xxxii. 11). 

2The Messianic fulfilment of this sum- 
mons is recognized by Paul in the mag- 
nifying of God on the part of the Gentiles 
converted to Christ from all nations. This 
fulfilment he looks upon already as present 
(for see ver. 7), not merely as a fact of the 
Suture, “ when the Gentile world as aunited 
whole’ magnifies God (Hofmann): 

3 See Umbreit in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1835, p. 
553, and the explanation in reference 
thereto, p. 880 f.; Drechsler and Delitzsch. 
in loc, 
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Him,! 1 Tim. iv. 10, vi. 17; LXX. Isa. xlii. 4. Comp. qiorebew én’ auT@, 1x. 
33, x. 11. The contents of the hope is the attainment of eternal salvation, 
which will be fulfilled in them at the Parousia. 

Ver. 13. As vv, 1-4 passed into a blessing (vv. 5, 6), so now the hortatory 
discourse, begun afresh in ver. 7, passes into a blessing (dé), which forms, 
at the same time, the close of the entire section (from chap. xiv. onwards). 
— 6 Oed¢ tHe bAridoc] God, who produces the hope (of eternal glory), namely, 
through His Spirit ; see the closing words of the verse. This description 
of God (comp. on ver. 5) attaches itself formally to éArciterv, ver. 12,* but 
rests upon the deeper substantive reason, that the becoming filled with joy- 
fulness and peace here wished for is not possible without having hope as its 
basis, and that, on the other hand, this becoming filled produces the rich in- 
crease of hope itself (ci¢ rd repico. x.7.2.). — rac. yapac k.7.4. | with all, i.e. with 
highest joyfulness.* yapé and eipfvn (peace through concord), as xiv. 17. — 
év tO riorebew| in the believing, to which without yapé and eipyvy the fruits 
would be wanting, and without which no yapa and eipyvy could exist. 
Comp. xiv. 17.—eic 7d mepioo. x.7.A.] Aim of the rAypdcac x.7.A. > in order 
that ye, in virtue of the power (working in you) of the Holy Spirit, may be 
abundant in hope, may cherish Christian hope in the richest measure (comp. 
dt Conixvo8)2 | Corsvali= } se Phils 1 Ol Colaiieate 

Vv. 14-33.‘ The apostle has now come to an end with all the instructions 
and exhortations, which he intended to impart to the Romans. Hence he 
now adds, up to ver. 33, an epilogue (which, however, he then follows up in 
chap. xvi. with commendations, greetings, etc.). [See Note CLIL. p. 558. ] 
In this epilogue, which in substance corresponds to the introduction, i. 8-16, 
and by no means applies only to the section respecting the weak in faith 
(Melanchthon, Grotius), but to the whole epistle, he testifies his good conji- 
dence towards the readers, and justifies his in a partial degree bold writing by his 
Gentile-apostolic calling (vv. 14-16) and working (vv. 17-21), which latter had 
also been usually the hindrance to his coming personally to Rome (ver. 22). 
This observation leads him to his present plan of travel, the execution of 
which will bring him, in the course of his intended journey to Spain, to 
Rome, after he has been at Jerusalem (vv. 23-29). For this impending jour- 
ney he finally begs the prayers of the Romans on his behalf (vv. 30-38), and 
then concludes with a blessing (ver. 33). 

Ver. 14. Mérecouar dé] but I am of the conviction ; viii. 88, xiv. 14. The 
dé is the simple jeraBarixdv, leading over to the concluding portion of the 
epistle, — kat abrog éyé] et ipse ego ; comp. on vii. 25. The apostle is, inde- 
pendently of the general advantageous estimation in which the Roman 


1 Hemsterh, ad Xen. Eph. p. 128. historically correct, but also incorrect 


2 An attachment which, since tas then 
addresses the church, does not suit the view 
which holds the latter to be a Jewish- 
Christian one (Mangold), 

3 Comp. Theile, ad Jac. p. 8; Wunder, ad 
Soph. Phil. 141 f. 

* According to Lucht, vv. 14-83 contain 
much that is Pauline and various matters 


statements, and, on the whole, a non- 
Pauline tendency. The parallels with pas- 
sages in the Epistles to the Corinthians are 
to be explained simply by dependence on 
the latter, etc. ; p. 185 ff. These are self- 
deceptions of a fanciful criticism, against 
which it is vain to contend. 
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church stood with others (i. 8), also for his own personal part of the convic- 
tion, ete. The emphasis lies on airéc. If the thought were : ‘even I, who 
have hitherto so unreservedly exhorted you” (Philippi, comp. de Wette, 
Fritzsche, and older interpreters), ¢y would have the emphasis (comp. Kayo 
avréc, Acts x. 26) ; but «ad aird¢ corresponds entirely to the following «ai 
airol, et ipsi, i.e. even without jJirst of all requiring influence, exhortation, etc., 
an the part of others. Comp. afterwards kat aAagjaove. Thus, accordingly, 
Paul denotes by «. abrdc éy the autonomy of his judgment, but with a subtle 
indication of the judgment of others as coinciding therewith. Comp. Ben- 
gel: ‘“‘Non modo alii hoe de vobis existimant.” Paul intends therewith 
to obviate the idea as if he for his part judged less favourably of the church, 
with reference to the fact, not that he had written this letter generally 
(Hofmann), but that he had written it in part roAunpdrtepov. This is 
shown by the contrast, ver. 15. — dyaOwoivyc] goodness, excellence generally 
(that you also of yourselves are very excellent people), not equivalent to ypyarérne¢ 
(as Thom. Mag. p. 391 states), not even in Gal. v. 22. Comp. 2 Thess. i. 11 ; 
Eph. v. 9; Eccles. ix. 18. The word is not found in the Greek writers. — 
The three predicates, peoroi x.7.2., advance in co-ordination from the general 
to the particular. — Kai aAA72.] also to admonish you among one another, with- 
out having need for a third, who should admonish you. On voviereiv, in 
which the notion of its being well-meant, though not involved in the word 
of itself, is given by the connection or (as in Isocr. de pace, 72) by express 
contrast, see on 1 Cor, xiv. 14, Eph. vi. 4. Paul does not express in this verse 
something more than he strictly means (Reiche), but that which he really be- 
lieves of the Roman church, taken as a whole ; at which favourable convic- 
tion he—apart from the universally-diffused good report of the church (i. 8) 
—has arrived by means of experiences unknown to us, and perhaps also in 
virtue of his feeling assured that he might draw from the individuals and 
influential persons with whom he was acquainted a conclusion respecting 
the whole. But the fact that he does express it,—this commendation,—rests 
on his apostolic truth, and on that wisdom of teaching which by good and 
real confidence attracts a zeal of compliance. 

Ver. 15. More boldly, however (than so good a confidence appears to im- 
ply), Z wrote to you in part, ete. ‘‘ Quasi dicat : oretdovra Kai avtov dtpive,” 
Grotius. — roAunpdrepov] adverbially.' The comparative sense is not to be ob- 
literated (Bernhardy, p. 433 ; Winer, p. 228 [E. T. p. 243]), but may not 
be derived from the lesser right of the apostle to write to a church not founded 
by bim (Hofmann); comp. Bengel, who introduces the further idea : ‘cum 
potius ipse venire deberem.” It must, in fact, especially seeing that the more 
precise definition ard pépove is added, be necessarily a specification of the 


1 Thue. iv. 126. 3; Polyb. i. 17. 7; Lucian, 
Icarom. 10. 

2 This lesser right is assumed quite with- 
out warrant. Paul certainly wrote to 
other churches of Gentiles not founded by 
him (Colossians, Laodiceans); and how 
could he, as the apostle of the Gentiles, be of 
opinion that he thereby was taking any 


special liberty 2? He had to glorify his office 
(xi. 13), in doing which his care for au 
churches (2 Cor. xi. 28) certainly suggested 
no limitation of epistolary intercourse to 
such as he himself had founded, as if it were 
a doldness in him needing excuse, when he 
also wrote to others. 
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mode, expressing the ho of the éypaga. The repetition of adeAgoi flows from 
the earnestness of feeling. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 10, 11; Gal. w. 11, 13; Jas. 
v. 7%, 9, 10. —axd pépovc] belongs not merely to roAu. (‘‘ paulo liberius,” 
Grotius, following the Peshito), but, as its position shows, to roy. éypaypa 
together : partly, i.e. in particular places, | wrote more boldly. This refers 
to passages like vi. 12 ff., 19, viii. 9, xi. 17 ff, xii. 8, xiii. 3 ff, 13, 14, xiv. 
8, 4, 10, 18, 15, 20, xv. 1, etal. In ard pépove is implied the contrast, that 
he has not written roAuypérepov all that he has written (comp. xi. 25 ; 2 Cor. 
i. 14), but only a part thereof. Hofmann has now exchanged his earlier 
incorrect view, ‘‘ provisionally and in the meantime” (Schriftbew. I. 2, p. 95), 
for another also incorrect (similarly Th. Schott), namely piecemeal, in con- 
trast to a complete exposition of Christian truth, thus equivalent to ék pépove, 
1 Cor. xiii. 10 (not also in 1 Cor. xii. 27). Besides, this arbitrarily import- 
ed contrast would suit no Epistle less than the Epistle to the Romans, which 
treats the whole gospel in the most complete manner. According to Lucht, 
the expression in this passage is only the product of a post-apostolic effort 
to wipe away the ‘‘bad impression” of the epistle on the highly esteemed 
~ church, which had in fact been founded by Peter (comp. Theodore of 
Mopsuestia). — d¢ éravay. iuac] as again reminding you,’ i.e. in the way and 
manner of one who reminds you, etc.? — dca ty yap.| i.e. in order to comply 
with the apostolic office, with which God has favoured me. See ver. 16. 
Ver. 16. Eic 7d eiva x.t.4.] Specification of the object aimed at in rv 
dobeiadv pot b7d T. Ocod. — Aectovpyév] Comp. on xiii. 6. Paul sets forth the 
service of his apostolic office, in the consciousness of its hallowed dignity, 
not merely as a public olkovowia (Ewald : ‘‘ steward of the people”), but as 
a priestly service of offering, in which ’Iyjcov X. expresses the Aectovpyéc as or- 
dained by Christ. That Christ should be conceived of as He to whom the offering 
is presented (Reiche), is contrary to the conception of offering, which always 
refers to God.as the receiver of it. Comp. xii. 1; Eph. v. 2; Phil. n. 17. 
But neither is Christ to be conceived of (as by Bengel and Riickert) as high 
priest (a conception not of Paul, but rather of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and applying to Christ as the sole Atoner, in which case the idea of inferior 


1In opposition to Baur’s erroneous ex- 
planation of éravau., ‘further therein to re- 


church as yet strange to the apostle and - 
held in very good repute, towards which 


mind,’ and its reference to what follows, 
see Mangold, p.69, who, however, on his 
part, in virtue of the assumption of the 
Jewish-Christian character of the church, 
limits the ard pépovs arbitrarily to those 
portions of the epistle (especially chap. ix. 
and x.) in which, in the interest of the 
Gentile-Christian apostolate, Jeewish-Chris- 
tian pretensions had been combated. It is 
just such entirely doctrinal discussions as 
chap. ix. x. which answer least to the 
character of toAunpdtepov, which presup- 
poses the ready possibility of offence being 
given, The exculpation implied in ver. 
15 is not calculated for a Jewish-Christian 
church (Mangold, p. 72), but rather fora 


he felt himself not in a like relation as 
e.g. to the Galatians and Corinthians, but in 
one more delicate and calling for more for- 
bearance. Artfully and gently, too, is the 
@s davauiuy. «7.4. added, as if what was 
written roAunpotepoy Was Only meant to bea 
help to their memory. 
Emippon Ppovygews awoAerrovans, Plat. Legg. v. 
p. 732 B. 

2See Bernhardy, p. 476; Buttmann, newt. 
Gr. p. 263 LE. T. 307] ; Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 649f. ; 
1 Thess. fi. 4; Heb. xiii. 17. éravay. denotes 
in memoriam revocare, See Plat. Legg. iii. 
p. 688 A; Dem. 74. 7. Comp. évavdéurnots, 
Dion. Hal. het. x. 18. Theodore of Mop- 
suestia 2 cis Undéurvynow ayew dy pepadyxate, 


"Avaurnots & éotiv 
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priests is out of place), but as Lord and Ruler of the church, who has ap- 
pointed His apostle, i. 5. Lucht oddly thinks that the writer did not vent- 
ure to call Paul, in consequence of his disputed position, axdécroAe¢, but only 
Aecroupyéc. —eic Ta svn] in reference to the Gentiles ; for these, as converted 
by the apostle, are to form the offering to be presented.—In the sequel, 
iepoupyovvra 70 evayy. 7. Oeov contains the more precise explanation of Aecroupy. 
I. X., and iva yévytae 7 rpoopopa tov évov «.t.A. that of ei¢ ra £Ovy ; hence 
the latter belongs not to iepovpy. (Th. Schott, Hofmann), but to what pre- 
cedes, and is not (with Buttmann) to be omitted on the authority of B. — 
lepoupy. Td evayy. T. Ocov| in priestly fashion administering the gospel of God, 
i.e. ‘‘administrans evang. a Deo missum hominibus, eoque ministerio velut 
sacerdotio fungens,” Estius ; comp. Chrysostom, Erasmus, and most older 
interpreters, also Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi. This 
usage of iepoupy. is confirmed by passages like Herodian. v. 3. 16 ; Joseph. 
Antt. vi. 6. 2 ; also by 4 Mace. vii. 8, where idém aiwatc is to be connected 
with lepovpyovvrac tiv véuov (in opposition to Hofmann, who will not admit 
the priestly notion in the word), not with irepacrifovrac (see Grimm, Handb. 
p-. 329 f.).* Without warrant, Hofmann insists on adhering to the concep- 
tion of ‘‘ administering holy service.” The gospel is not indeed the offering 
(Luther and others), which is presented, but the divine institute, which is 
administered—is in priestly fashion served—by the presenting of the offer- 
ing. As to evayy. Oecd, see on i. 1. —7 rpocdopa tov éOvav] the offering of 
the Gentiles, z.e. the offering which the Gentiles are, Heb. x. 10 ; Eph. v. 
2. The Gentiles converted, and through the Spirit consecrated as God’s 
property, are the offering which Paul, as the priest of Jesus Christ, has 
brought to God. Observe, however, the stress laid on the prefixed yévyra: : 
in order that there may prosper (see on this use of yivecba as regards offer- 
ings, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vi. 4. 9), in accordance with which ebzpdod. is 
then attributive (as well-pleasing), and dy:aop. é. xv. dy. 18 subordinated to the 
latter as its ground : sanctified through the Holy Spirit, which is received 
through the gospel in baptism, Gal. iii. 2, 5; Tit. ii, 5; Eph. v. 26. A 
contrast to the ceremonial consecration of the Levitical offerings. Comp. 
Sale 

' Ver. 17. [See Note CLIII. p. 559.] How readily might what was said in. 
ver. 16 carry with it the appearance of vain self-boasting | To obviate this, 
the apostle proceeds : [have accordingly (in pursuance of the contents of ver. 
16) the boasting (rv Kabynovv, see the critical notes) in Christ Jesus in respect of 
my relation to God ; i.e., my boasting is something which, by y virtue of my con= 
nection with Christ oe zecrovpyéce Lam, ver. 16), in my position towards God 
(for I administer God’s gospel as an offering priest, ver. 16), properly belongs 
tome. The éyw is prefixed with emphasis : it does not fail me, like a some- 
thing which one has not really as a possession but only ventures to ascribe to 
himself ; then follows with év X. ’I. and ra xp. 7. @., a twofold more pre- 
ciscly defined character of this ethical possession, eveluding everything self- 


1. Comp. Suicer, Thes. s. v. ; Kypke tn loc. ; Joseph. Antt. viii. 4. 5: tepovpyla, 4 Mace: 
~ also iepovpyés, Callim. jr. 450; iepovpynne, jv. 1; Plat. Legg. p. 774 EH; Pollux, i. 29. 
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ish.! Accordingly, we are not to explain as though év X. ’I. bore the main 
stress and it ran év Xpiot oby Tv Kabynow exw x.t.2. (Which is Fritzsche’s 
objection to the reading +7» xaby.); and xabyno is neither here nor else- 
where equivalent to xaiyya (materies gloriandt), but is gloriatio (comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 31), and the article marks the definite self-boasting concerned, which Paul 
makes (vv. 16, 18). Reiche connects év X. with +. xabyyow, so that 7d Kav- 
yaoba év X. is to be explained as the boasting onself of Christ (of the aid of 
Christ). Comp. alsoEwald. Admissible linguistically, since the construc- 
tion xavyaobat év (v. 3, ii. 17, 23 ; Phil. iii. 3) allowed the annexation with- 
out the article ; but at variance with the sequel, where what is shown is not 
the right to boast of the help of Christ (of this there is also in ver. 16 no 
mention), but this, that Paul will never boast himself otherwise than as 
simply the instrument of Christ, that he thus has Christ only to thank for 
the xavyac6a, only through Him is in the position to boast. — ra pic 7. Oecd] 
Comp. Heb. ii. 17, v. 1. Semler and Riickert take the article in a limiting 
sense: at least before God. But the ‘‘ at least” is not expressed (ra ye zp. Tt. 
@., or mpdc ye T. O., OY Ta mp. T. O. ye), and Paul has indeed actually here and 
elsewhere frequently boasted before men, and with ample warrant, of his 
sacred calling.—We may add that this whole assertion of his calling, vv. 
17-21, so naturally suggested itself to the apostle, when he was on the 
point of extending his activity to Rome and beyond it to the extreme west 
of the Gentile world, that there is no sufficient ground for seeking the occa- 
sion of it in the circumstances and experiences of the Corinthian church at 
that time (so especially Riickert, comp. also Tholuck and Philippi); espe- 
cially since it is nowhere indicated in our epistle (not even in xvi. 17), that 
at that time (at a later epoch it was otherwise, Phil. i. 15 ff.) anti-Pauline 
efforts had occurred in Rome, such as had emerged in Corinth. See 
Introd. § 38. 

Ver. 18. Negative confirmation of what is asserted in ver. 17. The cor- 
rect explanation is determined partly by the connection, to be carefully 
observed, of ob with xarecpy., partly by the order of the words, according to 
which ov karepydoato must have the emphasis, not Xpiord¢ (Theodoret and 
others, including Calovius, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Tholuck). Hence : ‘for 
I will not (in any given case) embolden myself to speak about any of those things 
(to boast of anything from the sphere of that) which Christ has not brought 
about through me, in order to make the Gentiles obedient to Him, by means of 
word and work.” That is, affirmatively expressed : for I will venture to let 
myself be heard only as to such things, the actual fulfilment of which has taken 
place by Christ through me, etc. ; I will therefore never pride myself on any- 
thing which belongs to the category of those things, which have not been put 
into execution by Christ through me.? This would be an untrue speaking of 


1 Not exactly specially “the conscious- 
ness of superior knowledge or singular 
spirituality,” Hofmann. Comp. generally 
1 Cor. xy. 10. 

?The objection of Hofmann: ‘‘ The non- 
actual forms no collective whole, as a 
constituent element of which a single thing 


might be conceived,” is a mere empty 
subtlety. Had Paul, ¢g., boasted that 
Christ had wrought many conversions 
through him when he wasin Athens, he 
would have spoken about something which 
would have been a single instance out of 
the category of the non-actual, namely, of 


CHAPS Xvi a9. 549 
results, as if the Lord had brought them about through me—which neverthe- 
less had not taken place. — ic irax. i6vdv| namely, through the adoption of 
faith in Him ; comp: i. 5. —Adyw «. épyw] applies to carey . . . . éOvav. 

Ver. 19. In virtue of what powers Christ, by means of word and work, 
has wrought through the apostle as His organ : (1) év duvéy. onuelov K. TEP. 
—this refers back to épyw ; (2) év dur. rvetiparoc,—this applies to Aéyp and 
épyw together, and is co-ordinated to the above év duv. onu. x. tep, not subor- 
dinated, as Beza, Gléckler, and others think, whereby the language would 
lose its simplicity and half of its import (the divayic rvebu. would pass into 
the background). According to Hofmann, who reads in ver. 20 @cAoriuoi- 
pat (see the critical notes), a new sentence is meant to begin with Adyw x. 
épyw, the verb of which would be ¢cAoriwotua. This yields, instead of the 
simple course of the language, a complicated structure of sentence which is 
in nowise indicated by Paul himself, as he has not written év Adyw K. épyw 
(conformably to the following). Besides, the evayyeAifecbac by word and 
deed (thus the preaching through deeds), would be a modern conception 
foreign to the N. T. The épya accompany and accredit the preaching (John 
x. 38, xiv. 11), but they do not preach. Comp, Luke xxiv. 19; Acts vii. 
22; 2 Cor. x. 11. If gAoriwodpar is to be read, then with Lachmann a new 
sentence is to be begun with ver. 20, so that all that precedes remains as- 
signed to the efficiency of Christ, which is not the case with the view of 
Hofmann, although it is only in entire keeping with the language of hu- 
mility which Paul here uses. The genitives are those of derivation : power which 
went forth from signs and wonders (which Paul, as instrument of Christ, has 
performed), and power, which went forth from the (Holy) Spirit (who was 
communicated to the apostle through Christ) upon the minds of men. Comp. 
on év dvy. mvetu., 1 Cor. ii. 4, 5. —onueia «. répata] not different in sub- 
stance ; both miracles, both also denoting their significant aspect. See 
Fritzsche, p. 270 f. The collocation corresponds to the Heb, D’NDDA Nine, 
hence usually (the converse only in Acts ii. 22, 48, vi. 8, vii. 36, comp. ii. 
19) onyeia stands first, and where only one of the two words is used, it is 
aloays onueia, because NIN was the striking word giving more immediately 
the character of the thing designated. Contrary to the constant usage of 
the N. T., Reiche understands not outward miraculous facts, but mental 
miracles, which the preaching of the gospel has produced in the hearts of 
the newly-converted. Even 2 Cor. xii. 12 is not to be thus understood ; 
see in loc. Miracles belonged to the onyeia tov aroordAov (2 Cor. l.c.), hence 
there is already of itself motive enough for their mention in our passage, 
and there is no need for the precarious assumption of a reference to pseudo- 
apostolic jugglers in Rome (Ewald). —év duvayu. rvebu. dy.] is related, not 
“awkwardly” (Hofmann), to dy ot xateipy. Xpioréc ; for Christ has, for the 
sake of His working to be effected through the apostle (J? éyei), given to 


that which Christ has not wrought. The converting the Gentiles. But thus, through 
view of Hofmann himself amounts to the the contrast of his own and the work of 
sense, that the apostle wished to set, aside Christ, the emphasis would be transposed, 
all his own, which was not awork of Christ resting now on Xprores, as if it ran dy ov 
performed through him, with the object of  Xprotos kareipyacato bu’ €0v, 
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him the Spirit. Very unnecessarily, and just as inappropriately,—since 
Sore must comprise all the preceding elements,—Hofmann forces év dvv. rv. 
ay., by means of an hyperbaton, into special connection with ore. —dore 
x.7.4.] Result, which this working of Christ through Paul has had in refer- 
ence to the extension of Christianity. —dzd ‘Iepove.] From this spot, where 
Paul first entered the apostolical fellowship, Acts ix. 26 ff. (he had already 
previously worked three years, including the sojourn in Arabia, at Damas- 
cus; see on Gal. i. 17, 18), he defines the terminus a quo, because he intends 
to specify the greatest extension of his working in space (from south-east to 
north-west).! — xa? cb«2m] enlarges the range of the terminus a quo: and round 
about, embracing not merely Judaea, but, in correspondence to the magni- 
tude of the measure of length, Arabia and Syria also. Of course, however, 
«baw is not included in the dependence on azé, but stands in answer to the 
question Where? inasmuch as it adds to the statement from whence the 
working took place, the notice of the local sphere, which had been jointly 
affected by that local beginning as its field of action : from Jerusalem, and 
in a circuit round, Paul has fulfilled the gospel as far as Illyria. Flacius, 
Calovius, Paulus, Gléckler, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others, 
refer xbxAw to the ave which Paul described in his journey from Jerusalem 
by way of Syria, Asia, Troas, Macedonia, and Greece to Illyria. According 
to this, ««A would specify the direction in which he, starting from Jerusa- 
lem, moved forward. So also Hofmann. This direction would be that of 
acurve. But cixAm never denotes this, and is never merely the opposite of 
straight out, but always circwmcirea (comp. Judith i. 2; Mark iii. 34, vi. 6, 
36 ; Luke ix. 12 ; Rev. iv. 6 ; very frequently in the Greek writers) ; and 
the addition ‘‘and in the are of a circle,” would have been very superfluous 
and indeed like an empty piece of ostentation, seeing that in truth the 
straight direction from Jerusalem to Illyria passes for the most part through 
water. No reason also would be discoverable for Paul’s adding the xa/, and 
not merely writing «xd, in order to express : from Jerusalem in a circular 
direction as far as Illyria, — péxps tov "1AAvp.] The idea that Paul, as has 
recently been for the most part assumed, did not get to Illyria at all, but only 
to the frontier of this western region during a Macedonian by-journey, throws 
upon him an appearance of magnifying his deeds, for which the silence of the 
Acts of the Apostles, furnishing, as it does, no complete narrative, supplies 
no warrant. Now, since in ver. 23 Hlyria may not, without arbitrariness, 
be excluded from the regions where he has already laboured, because this 
country would otherwise have still afforded scope for labour, we must as- 
sume that Paul had really made an intermediate journey to Illyria. From 
what starting-point, cannot indeed be shown hardly so soon as Acts xviii. 
11, but possibly during the journey mentioned in Acts xx. 1-8 (see Anger, 


1Yet he does not say “from Arabia” prejudice of history. The less is there to 
(Gal. Z.c.), because it was very natural for be found in amd ‘Iepove. an inconsistency 
him significantly to place the beginning at with the statements of the Epistle to the 
that spot where all the other apostles had Jalatians. This in opposition to Lucht, 
begun their work and the apostolie church who sees also in méxpt 7. “IAAvp. an incorrect 
itself had arisen—in doing which, however, statement, and attributes to both points a 
he, by adding kai c¥xAw, does nothing to the special design. 
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temp. rat. p. 84), so that his short sojourn in Ilyria took place not long before 
his sojourn in Achaia, where he at Corinth wrote the Epistle to the Romans. 
Tit. ii. 12 can only be employed in confirmation of this by those who as- 
sume the authenticity of the Epistle to Titus, and its composition thus 
early (see Wieseler, Philippi). — retAypoxévar 7d evayy. tr. X.] have brought to 
Fulfilment (comp. Col. i. 25) the gospel of Christ. This raypoiv has taken 
place in an extensive sense through the fact that the gospel is spread abroad 
everywhere from Jerusalem to Illyria, and has met with acceptance. Anal- 
ogous is the conception : 6 Adyo¢ Tov Ocod WiHEave, Acts vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 
20. So long as the news of salvation has not yet reached its full and des- 
tined diffusion, it is still in the course of growth and increase ; but when 
it has reached every quarter, so that no place any longer remains for the 
labour of the preacher (ver. 23), it has passed from the state of growing in- 
crease into the full measure of its dimensions. This view of the sense is alone 
strictly textual (see ver. 23), while closely adhering to the literal significa- 
tion of ebayy., which denotes the message itself, not the act of proclamation 
(Th. Schott, Mangold) ; and hence excludes the many divergent interpre- 
tations, namely: (1) That of Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel, de Wette, 
Rickert, in substance also Kéllner, Tholuck, van Hengel, and permissively, 
Reiche, that ebayy. is equivalent to munus praedicandi evang. which it does 
not mean ; similarly Ewald ; the executed commission of preaching. (2) 
That of Luther, Flacius, Castalio, and others: ‘‘that I have fulfilled every- 
thing with the gospel,” which is opposed to the words as they stand, although 
repeated by Baur. (3) That of Theophylact, Erasmus, and others, includ- 
ing Reiche and Olshausen: xAyp. rd evayy. denotes completely to proclaim 
the gospel. But the ‘‘ completely” would in fact have here no relevant 
weight at all (such as at Acts xx. 27) ; for that Paul had not incompletely 
preached the gospel, was understood of itself. Others arbitrarily take it 
otherwise still, e.g. Calvin : ‘‘praedicationem ev. quasi supplendo diffundere ; 
coeperunt enim alii priores, sed ipse longius sparsit ;” Krehl: that I have 
put the gospel into force and validity ; Philippi: that I have realized the 
gospel, have introduced it into life (the gospel appearing as empty, before 
it is taught, accepted, understood) ; Hofmann, with comparison of the not 
at all analogous expression xAypovy rov véuov: the message of salvation 
misses its destination, if it remain wnproclaimed—whereby rAnpoiv would be 
reduced simply to the notion of xptocew.—The whole of the remark, ver. 
19 f., connected with ver. 24, is to be explained, according to Baur, I. p. 
307, Aas from the intention (of the later writer) to draw here, as it were, 
a geographical line between two apostolic provinces, of which the one must 
be left to Peter. In opposition to such combinations, although Lucht still 
further elaborates them, it is sufficient simply to put into the scale the al- 
together Pauline character and emotional stamp of the language in vy. 19-33, 
in its inner truth, simplicity, and chasteness. 

Vv. 20, 21. But prosecuting it as a point of honour to preach in this way, 
the obra is now first negatively stated : not where Christ was named, then 
positively : but, agrecably to the word of Scripture, etc. Hence ovy brov, not 
brov ovk. —gsAorys.] dependent on ye, ver. 19. On ¢cAorupeicbar, to prosecute 
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anything so that one seeks one’s honour in it, comp. 2 Cor. v. 9 ; 1 Thess. iv. 
11 ; see Wetstein and Kypke. This full signification (not merely the more 
general one : zealously to prosecute) is to be maintained in ail passages, in- 
cluding the classical ones, and admirably suits the context. The matter 
was a special point of honour with the apostle in his working ;* 2 Cor. x. 15, 
16. —dvoudobn] His name, as the contents of confession, has been named, 
namcly, by preachers and confessors. See ver. 21.—iwa pi k.7.A.] 4.é., in 
order not simply to continue the work of conyersion already begun by oth- 
ers. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10. The reason why Paul did not desire this, lay in 
the high consciousness of his apostolic destination (Acts xxvi. 17, 18), accord- 
ing to which he recognized the greatest and most difficult work, the found- 
ing of the church, as the task of the apostle, and found his apostolic honour in 
the solution of this task.? Others, as Reiche, specify as the reason, that he 
had sought on account of his freer system of doctrine to avoid polemical 
controversies. This would be a principle of practical prudence, correspond- 
ing neither to the apostolical idea, nor to Paul’s magnanimous character in 
following it out. —xafdc yéyp.] Isa. lii. 15, closely cited after the LXX., 
who took WS in each case as masculine. The passage runs according to 
the original: ‘‘ What was never told to them, they see; and what they have 
never heard, they perceive ;” and the subject is the kings, who become dumb 
before the glorified Servant of God, not the nations (Hengstenberg, Christol. 
II. p. 805 ; Philippi). But the actual state of the case—seeing that, along 
with the kings, their peoples also must see the glory of the Servant of God 
—allowed the apostle here to put the nations as the subject, the Gentile- 
peoples, to whom, through him, the Servant of God as yet unknown to them 
is made known, 7.e. Jesus Christ, in whom the Messianic fulfilment of that 
prophetic idea concerning the Servant of God, as the ideal of Israel, had ap- 
peared realized.* — rep? avrov| addition of the LXX.— éwovra:] they shall see, 
namely mentally, in knowledge and faith, it (that which the preaching now 
brings before them). — o? ob« axyx.] namely, the news of Him (the gospel). 
—ovvgoovor| shall understand it (this news). Comp. Matt. xiii. 23, xv. 10. 
Ver. 22. Avé] because, namely, my apostolic mode of working, just de- 
scribed (vv. 20, 21), did not yet permit me to depart from the districts 
mentioned, inasmuch as there was still work to do in founding. [See Note 
CLIV. p. 560.] Comp. Beza: ‘‘dum hue et illue avocor, interpellatus et 
ita prohibitus.” Incorrectly Bengel, Reiche, and others : because in Rome 
the foundation was laid by others. Ver. 23 is decisive against this. — ra 
moda] more than roAddxic, 1.13 (roAaa): in the most cases (xAsiora, Plat. 


1Lucht here conceives the writer to be 
dependent even on a mistaken understand- 


to Spain. But to address letters to a church 
of a Pauline stamp, which had nevertheless 


ing of 2 Cor. x. 15, 16. 

2 The objection of Baur, ii. p. 399, that in 
truth, if this had been really Paul’s princi- 
ple, the Epistle to the Romans itself would 
stand in contradiction to it, is invalid, 
since that principle referred only to his 
working as present in person; whence he 
thought of visiting the Romans only as é&a- 
mopevomevos (Ver. 24), on his intended journey 


been founded by others, such as, in fact, he 
wrote to the Colossians and Laodiceans, 
was not excluded by tke above principle, 
the point of which was rather the personal 
presence at the founding of churches, and the 
oral proclamation of salvation. 

* Comp. Schultz, alttestam. Theol. II. p. 
263 ff. 
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Tipp. maj. p. 281 B), as a rule, not ‘so often” (Th. Schott). The Vulgate 
renders correctly : plerwmque.! Paul has had other hindrances also, but 
mostly such as had their ground in the above regulative principle of his 
working. Hofmann understands évexorr. of external hindrances ; so that Paul 
means that he, even if he would, could not come otherwise than in pursu- 
ance of that principle, to Rome (whither that principle did not lead him). 
This is at variance with the following vw? 6? «.7.2., which in ppxére rérov 
éyov év tr. KA. r, expresses the removal now of the hindrance meant by éve- 
kort. — Tov éA0eiv| genitive dependent on the verb of hindering. See Borne- 
mann, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 20; Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 845. 

Vv. 23, 24.° But since Ihave now no longer room (scope, i.e. opportunitatem, 
see on xii. 19 ; Kypke, IL. p. 190) in these regions (from Jerusalem to Illyria, 
ver. 19). Paul had in all these countries founded churches, from which 
Christianity was now spreading through other teachers, and especially 
through his own disciples, over the whole ; and consequently he considered 
his apostolic calling to be fulfilled in respect of the region mentioned. His 
further working was to belong to the far west, where Christ was not yet 
named ; hence he meditated, in the next instance, transferring his activity 
in founding churches to Spain—a design, indeed, which Lucht denies that 
the apostle entertained, and imputes it to a later conception of his task, in 
accordance with which the plan of a journey to Spain was invented. Prob- 
ably the comprehensive maxim, that he had no longer a sphere of activity 
where Christianity might be planted at the principal places of a district by 
his personal exertions, was connected with the expectation of the nearness 
of the Parousia, before which the rAfpaua of the Gentiles, and in conse- 
quence of this also all Israel, had to be brought in (xi. 25). — érirobiav} not 
summum desiderium (Beza), but see on iv. 11. The word is not found else- 
where ; but comp. éruré@noic, 2 Cor. vii. 7.— Tov éAGeiv] genitive dependent 
on éxuro8. — ard rod. ér.] now for many years; comp. Luke viii. 48. — ¢ 
av] simulatque, so soon as. See on 1 Cor. xi. 34 ; Phil. ii. 23. It is a more 
precise definition to what follows, not to the preceding éAGeiv rpd¢ iuac (Hof- 
mann), because otherwise Paul must have had in mind the plan of the journey 
to Spain for many years, which cannot be supposed either in itself or on ac- 
count of Acts xvi. 9. This applies also against Tischendorf in his 8th edi- 
tion. — Sraviay] The usual Greek name is ’ISnpia (Herod. i. 163 ; Strabo, 
iii. 4. 17, p. 166), but Eravia (although in the passages in Athenacus and 
Diodorus Siculus the variation ‘Ioravia is found) was probably also not rare, 
and that as a Greek form (Casaubon, ad Athen. p. 574). The Roman form 


results. To parenthesize éAmigw yap. . . éu- 


1 See Schaefer, ad Bos. Hill. p. 427; Ast, ad 
mrAnod (Lachmann, followed by Buttmann, 


Plat. Legg. p. 62 f. 


2 With the omission of éAcvoomar mpds vmas 
after Sraviav, and of ydp after éAmigw (see 
the critical notes), the course of the passage 
fiows on simply, so that vuvi dé, ver. 23, is 
connected with éArigw, and all that inter- 
venes is parenthetical. If éAevo. mpds tmas 
only be struck out and the ydp be retained, 
with Lachmann, Hofmann, Tischendorf, 8, 
a striking interruption of the construction 


1.c. p. 252 [E. T. 294], comp. also Hofmann) is 
not suitable to the contents of the continua- 
tion, ver. 25. Ewald extends the parentheses 
from éArigw yap even to Aevrovpyjcat avtois, 
ver. 27. But considering the entirely calm 
tenor of the whole passage, the probability 
of such large parentheses, with all their in- 
termediate clauses, is just asslight as the 
probability of an anacoluthia (Tisch. 8). 
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was 'Ioravia (1 Mace. viii. 3). It is the entire Pyrenacan peninsula. See 
Strabo, J.c.—That this project of a journey to Spain was not executed, see 
Introd. § 1. Primasius aptly remarks: ‘‘Promiserat quidem, sed dispen- 
sante Deo non ambulavit.” Already at, Acts xx. 25 a quite different certain- 
ty was before the apostle’s mind, and in his captivity he no longer entgr- 
tained that plan of travel, Philem. 22, Phil. ii. 24. — dsaropevdy.| “ quia 
Romae jam fundata est fides,” Bengel. — ag’ ivér] (see the critical notes) : 
from you away. — xporengd. éxet] comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 2 Cor. i. 16, and on 
Acts xv. 3. As was his wont on his apostolical journeys, Paul hoped (‘‘ quasi 
pro jure suo,” Bengel) to obtain an accompaniment on the part of some be- 
longing to the church from Rome to Spain, by which we must understand an 
escort all the way thither, since Paul would without doubt travel by sea from 
Italy to Spain, the shortest and quickest way. éxei, in the sense of éxeice, 
according to a well-known attraction. See John xi. 8, e w/., and on Matt. 
li, 22.-—drd pép.] ‘‘non quantum vellem, sed quantum licebit,” Grotius. 
It is a limitation owt of compliment. Comp. Chrysostom. But the reservation 
of later complete enjoyment (Hofmann) is anidea imported : zparov denotes im 
the jirst place (before I travel further), as Matt. vi. 33, vil. 5, viii. 21, and 
frequently. — éurdyo0a] of spiritual satisfaction through the enjoyment of 
the longed-for personal intercourse (juév).1 The commentary on this is 
given at i. 12. 

Ver. 25. Nuvi dé] is not, like the above vuv? dé (ver. 23), to be regarded as 
resumptive, as Buttmann and Hofmann, in consequence of the reading éarifwo 
yap, ver. 24, take it,—a view with which what was previously said of the 
journey to Spain by way of Rome does not accord,* and the passage itself 
assumes a very stiff, contorted form. Observe, rather, that the first revi dé, 
ver. 23, was said in contrast to the past (évexorréunv x.t.2.), but that the 
second vvvi dé, ver. 25, commencing a new sentence, is said in contrast to 
the promised future. ‘‘So I design and hope to do (as stated in ver. 24) : 
but at present a journey to Jerusalem is incumbent upon me; after its ac- 
complishment, I shall then carry out that promised one by way of Rome to 
Spain (ver. 28).” This vv? dé is more definite than if Paul had said, “ but 
beforehand” (which Hofmann with this view requires) ; for he thinks that 
now he is just on the point of travelling to Jerusalem, whereas ‘‘ but beforehand” 
would admit a later term of the ropetouar. — diaxovev toic dy.] in service for 
the saints (Christians in Jerusalem), consequently not delaying the Romano- 
Spanish journey in his own interest. The present participle (not future, as 
Acts xxiv. 17, and see Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 17) designates the 
very travelling itself as part of the service.* — The intention, ascribed to the 
apostle, of protecting himself in rear by the collection-journey, before he 
passed into the far west (Th. Schott), is a purely gratuitous assumption. 


‘Comp. Hom. Jt. xi. 452; Kypke, II. p. would otherwise at this time see himself destin- 


191. ed andimpelled.”’ This is certainly not ex- 
? Hofmann imports the connection: The pressed. 

participial sentence, ver. 23, is intended to 3See Markland and Matthiae, ad Fur. 

express, ‘under what circumstances Paul is Suppl. 154; Heindorf, ad Phaed. p. 249 f.; 

now setting out on a journey to Jerusalem,” Dissen, ad Pind. p. 81. : 


instead of coming to Rome, whither he 
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Ver. 26. More precise information respecting the diaxoviv roic dy. + “ Plas 
cuit enim Macedonibus,” etc. On eiddn., they have been pleased, comp. Luke 
miesen deConri 2b 7-Gal i 18's Colpindd; 1) Thess) di, 8: — koran. end 
roujo. «.T.A.] to bring about w participation, in reference to the poor, i.e. to 
make a collection for them. The contributor, namely, enters into fellowship 
with the person aided, in so far as he kocrwvei rai¢ ypelac abtov, xii. 18 3 KOl- 
vevia is hence the characteristic expression for almsgiving, without, however, 
having changed its proper sense communio into the active one of communica- 
tion ; ‘‘honesta et aequitatis plena appellatio,” Bengel. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 
13 ; Heb. xiii. 16. The added ra, of some sort or other, corresponds to the 
freedom from constraint, and the consequent indefiniteness, of the amount 
to be aimed at. On the collection itself, see 1 Cor. xvi. 1 ff. ; 2 Cor. viii. 
9 ; Acts xxiv. 17. — rode rrwyode tov dy.] the poor among the saints at Jeru- 
salem, These were thus not all of them poor. Comp. Kiihner, II. 1, p. 
290. Of the community of goods there is no: longer a trace in Paul. Phi- 
lippi incorrectly holds that the rrwyot rv dyiev are the poor saints generally. 
Since the genitive is in any case partitive (even in the passages in Matthiae, 
§ 3820, p. 791), the expression must at least have been rov¢ (not tov) év 


‘Tepovo. 
Ver. 27. Information, why they did so, by way of more precisely defining 
the mere eiddéxyoav previously expressed.’ ‘‘ They have been pleased, namely, 


to do it, and (this is the added element) their debtors they are.”—The Gentiles 
have acquired a share (éxovvévycav) in the spiritual possession of the Chris- 
tians of Jerusalem (airév), in so far as the mother church of Christianity was 
in Jerusalem, so that thus the spiritual benefits of Christianity, which in 
the first instance were destined for and communicated to the Jews and sub- 
sequently passed over also to the Gentiles, have been diffused jrom Jerusa- 
lem forth over the Gentile world (which march of diffusion so begun con- 
tinues), as indeed in Antioch itself the first church of Gentile Christianity 
was founded from Jerusalem (Acts xi. 20). — roi¢ rvevuarux| for the benefits 
of Christianity (faith, justification, peace, love, hope, etc.) proceed from the 
Holy Spirit, are ra tov rvetyaroc ddpa : comp. on Eph. i. 8. — roi¢ capxexoic} 
for the earthly possessions concern the material and physical phenomenal na- 
twre of man, which is his bodily form of existence. Comp. 1 Cor. ix, 11. 
— The conclusion is a majori, which they have received, ad minus, with which 
they are under obligation to requite it. Comp. Chrysostom. By Aeiroupy7- 
cat, Paul places the almsgiving of love under the sacred point of view of a 
sacrificial service (see on xiii.,6, xv. 16), which is performed for the benefit 
of the recipients. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 12; Phil. ii. 80, ii. 25. — That further, 
as Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotius, and many, including Riickert and Olshau- 
sen, assume, Paul intended ‘‘ courteously and gently” (Luther) to suggest 
to the Romans that they should likewise bestow alms on those at Jerusalem, 
is very improbable, inasmuch as no reason is perceivable why he should not 
have ventured on a direct summons, and seeing, moreover, that he looked 
upon the work of collection as concluded, ver. 25. Without any particular 


1“ Rst egregia avahopa simul cum éravopdwscer,”’ Grotius. 
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design in view (Th. Schott thinks that he desired to settle the true relation 
between the Gentile Christians and the apostle to the Gentiles), he satisfies 
merely his own evident and warm interest. 

Ver. 28. Tovro] This work of service for Jerusalem. — x. odpayic. k.7.A. ] 
and when I shall have sealed to them this fruit, i.e. shall have confirmed the 
produce of the kowwvia, ver. 26, to them, secured it as their property. 
odpayil. in the figurative sense : to confirm, to ratify (see on John iil. 38) ; 
for by delivery of the moneys they were, on the part of the apostle, con- 
firmed to the recipients as the fruit collected for them, after the manner of 
the law of possession, as with seal impressed.’| The expression chosen has a 
certain solemnity ; the apostle is moved by the thought that with the close of 
the work of love to which he refers he was to finish his long and great 
labours in the East, and was to take in hand a new field in the far West. 
In these circumstances, an unusual thoughtful expression for the concluding 
act offers itself naturally. But that which Fritzsche finds in it (rendering 
of an account and other formalities) neither lies in the simple figurative 
word, nor was it doubtless intended by Paul, considering his apostolical dig- 
nity. Others take odpayic. in the proper sense, either thus: ‘‘when I have 
brought over the money to’them, sealed” (Erasmus, Cornelius & Lapide, 
Estius), which, however, the words do not express at all, and how paltrily 
unapostolic the thought would be! or, referring aitoic to the Greek 
Christians (so already Theodoret) : ‘‘ when [have made them secure with letter 
and seal respecting the right delivery of their collection” (Gléckler, and so 
already Michaelis), against which, apart from the unsuitableness of the 
sense, it is decisive that airoic brooks no other reference than airov and 
airoic, ver. 27 (comp. roe dytorc, ver. 25). This also against Reithmayr, 
who brings out even a depositing for the almsgivers in God’s treasury ! 

Ver. 29. Paul is convinced that his advent to the Romans will not be 
without rich blessing from Christ ; he will bring with him a /wlness (copia, 
see on Eph. iii. 19) of Christ’s blessing. On the matter itself, comp. i. 11. 
—év is to be explained : furnished with. See Bernhardy, p. 209, and on 1 
Cor. iv. 21. Quite contrary to the words, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Calvin, 
and others: ‘‘Scio me . . . vos inventurum repletos omnibus donis spir- 
itualibus,” Estius. — épyéuevoc with the same verb é2eboouac ; see Ktihner, 
II. 2, p. 656, and ad Xen. Mem. iv. 2.21. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 1; Phil. ii. 2. 

Vv. 30, 31. Even now (comp. Acts xx. 22, 23, xxi. 10 ff.) Paul antici- 
pates that persecutions await him in Judaea on the part of the wnbelieving 


1 The act of handing over itself, namely, 
was the odpayis of the collection for the 
recipients. Before the delivery the moneys 
were indeed destined for them, but not yet 
de facto assured to them as property on the 
part of the apostle, the bearer. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia well explains the odpay.rdy, 
by aroxouioas kat SeSwxos, and adds, by way 
of assigning the reason : ei yap kai 7H -yvoun 
tav SeSwxdtwv tédevos jv 0 Kapmds, &AAA TH 
xpela atedns, ovmw SeEanevwv Ovirep odv evexev 
e569y. Without any ground in the text, 


Hofmann introduces bearers appointed on 
the part of the church, whom the apostle 
himself conducts to Jerusalem, thereby 
designating the gift to the recipients as one 
destined for them with his knowledge and will. 
Hofmann’s objection, that the interpreta- 
tion given above rather suggests that it 
should be termed an wnsealing than a seal- 
ing, is a cavil running counter to the figu- 
rative usage elsewhere of odpayigew and 
odpayis, and which might just as aptly be 
applied to Hofmann’s own explanation. 
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(arehoovtwv, inobedientium, who refuse the bmakoy riorewe 3 comp. xi. 30, 81; 
John iii, 36 ; Acts xiv. 2) ; but even onthe part of the Palestinian Christians 
(r. dyioic), he is not sure of a good reception for his diaxovia, because he, the 
anti-Judaie apostle (comp. x. 21 ; Acts xxi. 21),had set on foot and conduct- 
ed a Gentile-Christian collection. Hence the addition of the evhortation 
(xapaxaAa) to the readers, subjoined by the continuative J4, and how urgent 
and fervent! — d:é] belonging to rapax,: by means of amoving reference to 
Christ, as xii, 1, 2 Cor. x. 1.—The aydry 700 rvebu. is the love wrought by the 
Holy Spirit (Gal. v. 22) ; it Paul calls in specially by way of inciting his 
readers to compliance. — ovvaywy. jor év taic rpocevy.| to contend along with 
me in the prayers which you make, hence : in your prayers. A very correct 
gloss is judv (after xpocevy.) in codd. and vss.; not one disfiguring the sense, 
as Reiche thinks, who explains : in my prayer. So also Ewald. Paul 
might certainly, according to the sympathy of.the fellowship of love, claim 
the joint striving of the readers in Ais prayers ; but imép éu0v, which would 
otherwise be superfluous, points most naturally to the conclusion that the 
mpocevyai are those of the readers ; comp. 2 Cor. i. 11; Col. iv. 12. The 
irép éuovd mpdc tov Oedv is closely, and without the article, attached to rai¢ 
mpocevyaic (Similarly to rpocebyecba brép, Col. i. 9, et al.): in the prayers 
which you address to God for me (for my welfare). Fervent prayer is a striv- 
ing of the inner man against the hostile or dangerous powers, which it is 
sought to avert or overcome, and for the aims, which it is sought to attain. 
Comp. on Col. /.c. —iva pvoG6 ard «.7.2.] Aim of the joint striving : in order 
that I may be delivered from, etc. See on Matt. vi. 13. It did not pass into 
fulfilment ; even now the counsel of his Lord, Acts ix. 16, was to be accom- 
plished. —7 dak. pov 7 cic ‘Iepove.| my rendering of service destined for Jerusa- 
lem. See vv. 25, 26. Comp. 2 Cor. viil. 4, ix. 1. 

Vv. 32, 33. “Iva] Aim of ver. 31, and so final aim of ovvaywricacba k.7.2., 
ver. 30. Comp. Gal. iv. 5. —év yapa] in joyfulness.* But as a prisoner he 
came to Rome, whither the will of God (d:a GeAju. Ocov) led him, neverthe- 
less, otherwise than it had been his desire (comp. i. 10). — ovvavarabowpac] 
refresh myself with you, namely, through the mutual communication of faith, 
of inward experiences, of love, of hope, etc. Comp. ovyrapakanOjva, 1. 12. 
—In the closing wish, ver. 33, the designation of God as 6 Oed¢ tij¢ eiphyne, 
the God who brings about peace, was the more naturally suggested, as 
the forebodings of the opposite of eip4vy which he was going to encounter 
had just been before the apostle’s mind. Hence we have neither to assume a 
reference to the differences in xiv. 1 ff. (Grotius and others), nor to take 
eipfvn of the peace of reconciliation, v. 1 (Philippi), or in the wide sense of 
salus (Fritzsche). Comp. rather 1 Cor. xiv. 33 ; 2 Cor. xiii, 11 ; Phil. iv. 
9 ; Rom. xvi. 20: 1 Thess. v. 23. 


1It would even with the reading ¢Adév follows, belong to ¢hés word, beside which 
(see the critical notes), which Hofmann it stands, not to cvvavan (Hofmann.) 
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Norrs By AMERICAN Eprror. 
CL. Ver. 6. trav Ocdv kai natépa Tov Kupiov nuav I. Xp. 


That this phrase may mean the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ cannot 
be questioned. Meyer urges against this interpretation the cases in which 6 
Ged¢ kal TaTHP Occurs With no genitive following. These cases may be regarded 
as having weight, although it may, perhaps, be claimed that a genitive is sug- 
gested to the mind in every such instance. Wieseler urges that in cases where 
kal is omitted (as Rom. i. 7, 1 Cor. i. 3) xa7#p is evidently appositional and ex- 
planatory, showing how God is related to the defining genitive ; and Ellicott 
presses the fact that, inasmuch as (od is an absolute word and Father a relative 
one, it is more natural to connect the genitive with the one only which needs it. 
These considerations, when taken together, favor very strongly the view which 
makes tov xvpiov J, X. depend on rarépa, and not also on Gedy. \ 


CLI. Vv. 8, 9. Aéyw yap... yeyevijobat x.7.A. 


If yeyevjoac is the correct textual reading, as it probably is, the construction 
of dogéca as parallel with PeBucooa: and dependent on eic rd, which is favoured 
by Meyer, seems to be the one most accordant with the language. The more 
common view, however, regards do§., like yeyev., as dependent on Aéyw. Weiss 
(who, however, reads yevéo8ac) calls Meyer’s construction artificial. On the 
contrary, the parallelism in form of the two verbs, dof. and f¢f., as distin- 
guished from yeyev., and the fact that Paul’s representation elsewhere is that 
Christ came in the line of the Jews to benefit also the Gentiles, comp. Gal. 
iii. 13, 14 (see also xi, 12 ff.), make this the simplest and most natural con- 
struction of the passage. The verse is introduced (7p) as a ground of the pre- 
ceding statement. It thus explains who are meant by jude of ver. 7, and con- 
sequently indicates that, in the use of aAAjAove of that verse, Paul had in mind 
the division between Jews and Gentiles in the church as, approximatively at 
least, answering to that between the weak and strong parties. 

Whether there is an intentional contrast between irép dAyfeiac and trip 
éAéove is uncertain, but not improbably this is the case. It was on behalf of 
God's truth, and in fulfilment of the promises, that Christ appeared among and 
for the Jews. Though the declarations of the O. T. foreshadowed blessings 
also for the Gentiles, the relation of the spiritual plan to them was, in a 
certain peculiar sense and degree, a matter more completely of mercy. 


CLII. Vv. 14-33. 


In this passage, as Meyer remarks, we find the conclusion or epilogué of the 
epistle ; the Pauline letters generally having both an introductory and a conclud- 
ing section, each consisting of a few verses and being of a more or less general 
character. In this case, the conclusion is partly apologetic, and partly expres- 
sive of his desire and purpose with respect to visiting Rome. In both parts, 
but especially in the latter, there is a correspondence with the introductory 
passage, i, 8-15. In that passage he first expresses his thanks to God in view 
of their Christian position and advance in faith ; here, again, his apology is 
occasioned by his conviction that they have made such progress in knowledge 
and goodness as to be able to dispense with his admonitions. The apology 
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which he presents, however, justifies his boldness in writing, in parts of the 
epistle, by the special commission which he hasfrom God. This commission he 
sets forth with greater minuteness than we find in almost any other place, and 
thus, as mentioned in a former note, we get the idea which he had of Napig as 
employed in such cases. His ydpioua, as stated, also, in that note, was to be a 
minister of Christ to the Gentiles in regions where Christ had not been named. 
The second thought of the introduction—his long-cherished wish to see the 
Roman Christians which he had been prevented from accomplishing thus far, 
but hoped that he might now at last realize—is only presented more definitely 
in these verses, both as to the past and the future. 


CLIT. Ver. 17 ff. éyw ov thy Kavynow x.T.A. 


These verses, so far as the main thought is concerned, serve only to define 
more precisely the Apostle’s mission and work, as giving him the right to ad- 
dress the church as he does. In their grammatical connection they are founded, 
as an inference or conclusion, on the statement of ver. 16. The position of 
- éyo indicates (as Meyer says) a special emphasis, which is connected with the 
manner in which, in the progress of the sentences, the thought is brought owt. 
Paul claims that he has, as something which properly appertains to him, the 
glorying to which he gives expression,—but it isa glorying in Christ Jesus, 
and not in anything which Christ has not wrought by his means. The con- 
struction of the following sentences is peculiar and somewhat involved. yap 
of ver. 18 confirms the declaration that his boasting is in (not outside of) 
Christ Jesus. The confirmatory words are put in the negative form, but they 
suggest also the corresponding positive. With that suggested positive, the 
connection of date x.7.A. becomes free of difficulty. Christ has accomplished 
through me results, to the end of bringing about obedience to faith among the 
Gentiles, by means of my teaching and working accompanied by miracles and 
the power of the Divine Spirit ; and this, moreover, so far that I have com- 
pleted the work of preaching the gospel from Jerusalem and the region around 
it to Ilyricum, always making it my special aim not to preach where there had 
been preachers before me, and thus not to build upon foundations laid by 
another. 

In regard to the individual words and phrases of this passage the following 
points may be noticed. (1) xavyyove denotes not the ground of glorying (kavynua), 
but the glorying itself. This the Apostle declares to belong to him rightfully. 
(2) ob ydp roAuyjow. If he had ventured beyond these things, the boasting in 
Christ would not have been thus rightfully his. (8) Adyo and épyw are so far 
correlative with év duv. mv. dy., év dv. on. k. Tepat., that the Jatter words ac- 
company in each case the former. (4) «ik is to be connected with ‘Tepove, (so 
Meyer and many others), and not with 1//vp. It refers to the circuit, whether 
smaller or larger, around Jerusalem, where Paul's first labours in the gospel were 
put forth, not to a circuit which he made in his work of preaching from 
Jerusalem to Illyria. (5) werAnpwxévat rd ebayyé2iov, It seems unnecessary to 
adopt Meyer’s explanation of these words, as if, so long as the gospel has not 
reached every place, it has not attained the full measure of its dimensions, but 
is only in a state of growth and increase. It would appear to be according to 
the natural usage of any language to make the gospel, in such a sentence, 
equivalent to the preaching of the gospel ; and the evayyerivecbat of ver. 20 
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favours such a sense in this case. (6) dvAorwovevov is regarded by Meyer as 
having here its strict and full meaning, making it a point of honour, and this is, in 
all probability, the correct view. (7) oi« brov. The corresponding affirmative 
22a brov «.t.A. is found in ver. 21, not in form, but substantially—the construc- 
tion being changed to introduce a citation from the O. T. (comp. 1 Cor. i. 31 
and other passages). 
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The reason of the éxwAifnv dype tod devpo of i. 13 is here given, or rather the 
main reason, for Meyer has probably the right explanation of rd 70AAd, in most 
cases, plerumque, for the most part. There were other hindrances, but the chief 
one, and the one ordinarily standing in his way, was the labour which he had 
to perform before reaching the limits next eastward of Italy. Now, however, 
this hindrance was removed, because the work was done. 

The view which Paul had as to the completion of the work of preaching the 
gospel from Jerusalem to the western boundary of Illyria, and the outlook 
towards the regions beyond which seemed to bring the remainder of that 
preaching (which was to be, in the largest sense, the 7Anpoiy 76 evayyédtov), so 
near, suggest two things respecting the state of his thought. (1) He must, ap- 
parently, have regarded the gospel as ‘‘made known’’ in a large region of 
country, when churches had been founded in a few of the more prominent 
places within its limits. There were many parts of the different provinces 
which he had visited, as he well knew, where no sound of the Divine message 
had been heard. (2) When we consider the light as compared with the dark- 
ness, at the time of his writing these words, and think how great was the 
latter and how small the former, it would seem as if he must have expected 
some great Divine manifestation, or the Parousia itself, at an early date,—as if 
only such an expectation as this could have enabled him to write with such a 
feeling, that the work had been accomplished in the east, and would so soon be 
accomplished even in the farthest west. 
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CHAPTER. XVI. 


Ver. 3, Ipiokav] Elz. : Upiox:AAav, against decisive evidence. After Acts 
xviii. 2; 1 Cor. xvi. 19 (Elz),— Ver. 5. ’Aciac] Elz. has ’Ayatac, against almost 
equally decisive evidence ; but it is defended by Ammon and de Wette on the 
testimony of the Peshito, and because 1 Cor, xvi. 15 might certainly give occa- 
sion for changing ’Ay. into ’Ac. But the reading ’Ay. might readily also have 
come into the text through the mere marginal writing of the parallel passage 
1 Cor. l.c., especially if it was considered that Paul wrote his letter in Achaia ; 
hence the greatly preponderant external attestation in favor of ’Ac. retains its 
validity. — Ver. 6. jude] approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lachm. and Tisch. 
8, according to A B C* S* min. Syr. utr. Arr. Copt. Aeth. But Elz., Scholz, 
Tisch. 7, Fritzsche have 7yudc. Since Paul in the context sends greeting to 
persons who stood in a peculiar relation to himself, and thereby the alteration 
of bude into ud¢ was very easily suggested, the more does the external evidence 
turn the scale in favour of sudc, especially as the reading év tuiv in DEF G, 
Vulg. It. Ruf, Ambrosiast. attests the original ei¢ dude (of which it is an inter- 
pretation). —Ver. 7. of ... yéyov] DE FG: roic zpd éuot. Gloss, following 
on a mistaken reference of the relative to droordAoic. — Ver, 14. The order of 
the names : ‘Epujv, TlatpéBav, ‘Epudv (so Lachm. and Tisch., also Fritzsche) is 
rendered certain by A B'C D* F GP 8, min. vss. Ruf. — Ver. 16. wdoac] is 
wanting in Elz., but is justly adopted by Griesb., following Mill, and by later 
editors on decisive evidence, and because it might easily give offence. —- Ver. 
18. «ai edaoyiac] is wanting in DEF G,'min. It. Omitted through the homoeo- 
teleuton. — Ver. 19. é¢’ duiv] The ordinary reading of rd before é¢’ duiv has the 
greatest preponderance of evidence against it. Lachm. and Tisch. : é¢’ dyiv 
obv yaipw as A BC L PS*, min. Dam. Ruf. read. Rightly : the sequence of the 
words in the Recepta (ya‘pw ody first) is the ordinary one. — After ver. 20, dunv 
in Elz. is condemned by decisive. testimony. — Ver, 21. aomd{ovra] Decisive 
witnesses have dordferaz. Commended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Tisch., 
and Fritzsche. The plural came to be introduced on account of the plurality 
of persons. — Ver. 24 is wanting entirelyin A BC 8, 5, 137, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. 
ms. Harl.* Ruf. ; it is found after ver. 27in P, 17, 80, Syr. Arm. Aeth. Erp. 
Ambrosiast. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8; rejected also by Koppe and 
Reiche, who think that it is an interpolated repetition of the benediction, ver. 
20, which, after the transference of vv. 25-27 to the end of chap. xiv., was 
added in order not to leave the epistle without a conclusion. But the witnesses 
for omission are precisely those which have the doxology vv, 25-27 in the ordi- 
nary place, either merely in this place (as B C &, 137), or likewise also after chap. 
xiv. (as A P, 5); and the witnesses for the transposition of the verse to the end 
are likewise not those, which have the doxology merely after chap. xiv. or not 
at all. Hence we may with safety conclude that ver. 24 was omitted or trans- 
posed for the reason that copyists stumbled partly at the fact that Paul, contrary 
to his manner elsewhere, should have joined a blessing and a doxology together, 
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and partly at least at the cirenmstance thag he should have placed the latter 
after the former (all other epistles conclude with the blessing). 

On the dowology, vv. 25-27. This is found (1) at the end of chap. xvi., in B C 
D* E 8, 16, 66,! 80, 137, 176, codd. in Ruf. codd, in Erasm. Syr. Erp. Copt. 
Aeth. Vulg. ms. and ed. Clar. Germ. Ruf. Ambrosiast. Pel. and the other 
Latin Fathers. (2) It is found at the end of chap. xiv. in L and almost all min. ; 
further, in the Greek lectionaries, the Arab. vss., in polyglots, Syr. P. Goth. (?) 
Slav. ms. and ed, codd, in Ruf, Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc. Theophyl. Oecum. | 
Theodul. (3) It is found at both places in A P, 5, 17, 109, lat. Finally (4), it 
is not found a all in D***? F G (where, however, after chap. xiv. a gap of six 
lines is left), codd. in Erasm, codd. in Jerome,* Marcion. See the complete 
examination of the evidence in Reiche, comm. crit., and Tisch. 8, also Lucht, 
p. 49 ff. — Among the critics and exegetes, (1) the ordinary position in chap, xvi. 
has been maintained by the Complut. Erasm. Steph. Beza (ed. 3-5), Calvin, 
Bengel, Koppe, Béhme, Rinck, Lachmann, K6llner, Scholz, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Riickert, Reithmayr, Philippi, Tischendorf, Tholuck, Ewald, van Hengel, and 
others, (2) The position after xiv. 23 has been approved by Grotius, Mill, 
Wetstein, and Semler, following Beza (ed. 1 and 2) ; Griesbach and Matthiae re- 
moved it to that place in their critical texts ; and Morus, Paulus, Eichhorn, 
Klee, Schrader, Hofmann, Laurent, and others agree thereto. (3) The verses 
were rejected as spurious by Schmidt, Hinl. in’s NV. T. p. 227, Reiche, Krehl, 
Lucht.—Now the questionis: Is the dowology genuine? and if it is, has it its 

original position at the close of chap. xiv. or of chap. xvi.? Weanswer: I. The dow- 
ology is genuine. For («) the witnesses for entire omission are, as against the 
preponderance of those who have it in one of the two passages or in both, 
much too weak, especially as the transposition and double insertion are very 
capable of explanation (see below). (b) The language and the entire character 
of it are highly Pauline,—a fact which even opponents must admit, who ac- 
cordingly assume its compilation out of Pauline phrases.+ (c) The contents of 
it admirably suit the entire contents of the epistle. (d@) The internal reasons 
adduced against it by its assailants are completely untenable. It is maintained 
(see especially Reiche, and comp. Lucht): (a) That at each place, where the 
doxology appears, it is unsuitable. But it appears as disturbing the connec- 
tion only after xiv. 23, and it is not at all unsuitable after chap. xvi., where 
it rather, after°the closing wishes more than once repeated, forms with 
great appropriateness and emphasis the main conclusion which now actually 
ensues. (3) That it has not the simplicity of the Pauline doxologies, is pom- 
pous, overloaded, ete. It is certainly more bulky and laboured than others ; 
but no other Pauline doxology stands at the end of an entire epistle where the 


1A transcript of the first Erasmian edi- 
tion, which, however, has on the margin the 
observation, that év rots maAalous avruypadots 


codd. invenitur, ad confirmationem sui dog- 
matis trahunt legentes: ei autem, qui 
potest vos roborare, etc.’? But that already 


this doxology stands at the end of chap. 
xiv. 

*In D, namely, the doxology from the 
Jirst hand stands after chap. xvi., but the 
emendator indicates it as to be deleted, 
without assigning it to the end of chap. xiv. 

‘Jerome on Eph. iii. 5: “Qui volunt 
prophetas non intellexisse, quod dixerint 

. illud quoque, guod ad Rom. in plerisque 


before Marcion the doxology was wanting in 
codd., there is no certain trace. 

4Un-Pauline constituent elements and 
modes of representation, which Lucht be- 
lieves are to be found generally in the two 
last chapters, have no existence in reality ; 
the grounds of offence are disposed of by 
the exposition, 
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great power of thought in the writing concentrated itself in feeling—no other 
at the end of a section, the purport and importance of which can be compared 
with that of the entire Epistle to the Romans. Hence it can by no means 
appear strange that such a doxology has obtained the character of overflowing 
fulness from the whole recollection of what had been written,—a collective 
recollection which, so far from being fitted to beget in a rich and lively dispo- 
sition only an ordinary and plain thanksgiving to God, is fitted rather to pro- 
duce an outpouring of fervor and fulness of thought, under the influence of 
which the interest of easy expression and of simple presentation falls into the 
background. (y) That the whole conception is uncertain, many expressions 
and combinations are obscure, unusual, even quite unintelligible ; and (6) that 
the conjunction of evayy. pov cai tT. kipvywa I. X. is un-Pauline and unsuitable ; 
as is in like manner davepwIévT0c, which verb is never used by Paul of the utter- 
ances of the prophets,—groundless occasions of offence, which are made to disap- 
pear by a correct explanation. On such internal grounds Reiche builds the 
hypothesis, that in the public reading the merely epistolary last two chapters were omit- 
ted ; that the public reading thus ended at xiv. 23 ; and the dowology spoken at the end 
of that reading was written first on the margin, afterwards also in the teat, consequently 
after xiv. 23, whence copyists, on recognizing its unsuitable position, removed it to the 
end of the epistle. It is thus the work of an anagnostes, who compiled it clumsily 
from Pauline formulas, and that in imitation of the conclusion of the Epistle of Jude.} 
In opposition to this whole view, it is particularly to be borne in mind: (1) 
that the assumption that only the doctrinal part of the epistle was publicly 
read is a pure fancy, and is as much at variance with the high reverence for 
what was apostolic, as with the circumstance, that, according to the lection- 
aries, these very chapters xv. and xvi. consist wholly of sections for reading ; 
(2) that at least xv. 1-13 would have been included in the reading, and the 
doxology must thus have obtained its place after xv. 13 ; (3) that the presumed 
custom of uttering a doxology when the reading of an apostolic writing was 
finished, does not at all admit of proof ; (4) that a Pauline doxology would have 
been chosen for imitation more naturally than that of Jude 24, 25, as indeed, 
conversely, Jude J.c. would more naturally presuppose an acquaintance with 
our passage ; (5) that 1d edayy. ov was not at all suitable to the person of an 
anagnostes; and indeed an imitative reader was hardly in the position and 
mood to pour forth an expression of praise in so overflowing a gush, and 
thereby in anacoluthic construction. But when Lucht refuses a Pauline char- 
acter to the doxology, in respect not merely of form and diction, but also of 
the thought which it contains, and recognizes in it a gnosticizing and concil- 
iatory stamp, this judgment rests on misinterpretations in detail and on pre- 
suppositions, which lie altogether outside the range of the N. T., along with a 
recourse to the rejection of the genuineness not merely of the Pastoral epistles, 
but also of the so-called epistles of the captivity.—II. The position of the doxolo- 
gy after xvi. 24 is the original one. For (a) the external witnesses for this view 
are preponderant, not indeed in number, but in value. See above, and com- 
pare Gabler, Praef. ad Griesb., Opusc. p. 24. (b) Its position at the end of 
chap xvi. was quite fitted to excite offence and to occasion a transposition, 
partly because no other epistle of the apostle concludes with a doxology ; parily 


1In the Comment. crit. p. 116, Reiche is of opinion that it may have been added “a 
homine privato, qui ingenio suo indulgeret.”’ 


564 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


because here even the usual formal conclusion of an epistle (the apostolical 
blessing) immediately precedes ; partly because tude ornpigar seemed specially to 
refer back to the section respecting the weak in faith. The latter point was 
decisive at the same time as to the place to which—the connection between 
chap. xiv. and xy. as a unity being far from sufficiently appreciated—the dox- 
ology was referred, namely after xiv. 23, where there is the last direct men- 
tion of the weak, while xv. 1 then turns directly to the strong. Several other 
defenders of the ordinary position (see especially Koppe, Eve. II. p. 404 ; Gab- 
ler, Lc. p. 26; Bertholdt, Hinleit. VI. § 715; Hug, Hinl. Il. p. 397, with whom 
Reithmayr agrees) thought, indeed, that the omission of at least chap. xvi. in the 
reading of the letter had occasioned the beautiful and weighty doxology, which 
it was desired should not be excluded from the reading, to be placed after chap. 
xiv.—not after chap. xv., either (Bertholdt, Hug) because chap. xv. has already 
a conclusion, or because the supposed reference of ormpifar to the weak in faith 
pointed out that place. But the whole supposition that an integral portion of 
the epistle was omitted in reading is entirely incapable of being established. 
Not more plausible is the theory to which Rinck has recourse (comp. already 
Zeger and Béhme): ‘Jn codd. ex recensione Marcionis perscriptis librarios, ipso 
fortasse Marcione auctore, clausulam ex fine epistolae assuisse, et postywam quod dee- 
rat a correctoribus suppletum esset, alios hanc clausulam iterasse, alios hinc, alios 
illine, alios utrimque ejecisse” (Lucubr. crit. p. 135). Marcion himself and his 
disciples rejected (Origen, interpr. Ruf.), indeed, the doxology on account of its 
contents (see especially ver. 26, dia re ypagav xpodytixov) ; but the orthodox 
certainly did not concern themselves with Marcionitic copies ; indeed, Ori- 
gen says expressly, that in the copies ‘‘quae non sunt a Marcione temerata,” 
the doxology is found differently placed either after chap. xiv. or after 
chap. xvi. Ewald, regarding vy. 3-20 as the fragment of an epistle to the 
Ephesians, believes that a reader somewhere about the beginning of the 
second century observed the heterogeneous character of that portion, but then 
excised too much, namely chap. xv. and xvi. Such acopy, in his view, Marcion 
had ; but now that chap. xiv. was without a proper conclusion, at least the 
doxology xvi, 25-27 came to be appended thereto by other copyists. But apart 
from the above opinion respecting vy. 3-20 in itself (see, in opposition to it, 
the critical notes on chap, xv.), it would not be at all éasy to see why they 
should not have removed merely vv. 3-20 from the copies, and why, instead of 
this, chap. xvi. should have been entirely excised, and even chap. xy. in addi- 
tion. To explain this, the smaller importance of this chapter—which, more- 
over, is assumed without historical warrant—does not suffice.—Further, if the 
genuineness of the doxology itself, as well as its customary position, isto be 
esteemed assured, it follows at the same time from what we have said (1) in re- 
spect of the duplication of the doxology after chap. xiv. and xvi. in critical au- 
thorities, that it proceeds from those who, while aware of the difference as to 
the place of the words, were not able or did not venture to decide respecting 
the original position, and hence, taking the certain for the uncertain, inserted 
_ the words in both places ; (2) in respect of the entire omission in authorities, that 
it is the work of an old precarious criticism, which drew from the uncertain 
position the conclusion of non-genuineness, along with which there operated 
the consideration that the doxology was unsuitable aff€r xiv. 23 as interrupt- 


ing the connection, and after xvi, 24 as having its place even after the con- 
cluding wish, 
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Vv. 1, 2. Recommendation (ovviornut, comp. 2 Cor. v. 12, et al. )' of Phode, 
who is held to be the bearer of the epistle,—a supposition which there is 
nothing to contradict. In the twofold predicate, ade%¢. jJudv (our, i.e. my 
and your Christian sister) and obcav didx. «.7.2., there lies a twofold motive, 
a more general and a more special one, for attending to the commendation, 
— dtaxovor] feminine, as Dem. 762. 4 : didxovor, 4 tic éxpqro. The designa- 
tion by the word dcaxdvicoa, not used in classical Greek, is found only sub- 
sequently, as frequently in the Constitutt. apost. See, on these ministrae, as 
they are called in Pliny, Hp. x. 97, the female attendants on the poor, sick, 
and strangers of the church, Bingham, Orig. I. pp. 841-866 ; Schoene, 
Geschichtsforsch. ib. d. kirchl. Gebr. TI. p. 102 ff. ; Herzog, in his Eneykt. 
Ill. p. 368 f. Very groundlessly Lucht, because this service in the church 
was of later date (but comp. xii. 7; Phil. i. 1), pronounces the words 
oicav . . . Keyyp. not to belong to Paul, and ascribes them to the supposed 
editor. Respecting the yjpa, 1 Tim. vy. 9, see Huther in loc. — Keyypeat 
eastern port of Corinth, on the Saronic Gulf. See Wetstein. Comp. on 
Acts xviii. 18. — iva avriy, «.t.2.| Aim of the commendation. —év kvpiw] 
characterizes the rpocdéyecba as Christian ; it is tobe no common service 
of hospitality, but to take place in Christ, 7.e. so that it is fulfilled in the 
fellowship of Christ, in virtue of which one lives and moves in Christ. 
Comp. Phil. ii. 29. — a£iwe rév dyiwr] either : as it is becoming for saints (Chris- 
tians) to receive fellow-Christians (so ordinarily), or: ‘‘ siewt sanctos excipt 
oportet,” Grotius, Chrysostom, The former (so also Fritzsche and Philippi) 
is the correct explanation, because most naturally suggesting itself, as modal 
definition of the action of receiving. — kai yap ath | nam et ipsa, for she also on 
her part (not airy haec). — rpooraric| adirectriz, protectress.* She became (i.e. 
se praestitit Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4) a patrona multoruwm through the 
exercise of her calling. Paul might, indeed, have written rapaordric, cor- 
responding to rapaoryre ;*° but he selects the word which is conformable to 
her official position, and more honourable. — kai abrov éuoi| and of myself, 
my Own person (see on vii. 25). Historical proof of this cannot be given. 
Perhaps Paul had once been ill during a sojourn with the church of Cen- 
chreae. 

Vy. 3-16. The apostle’s salutations. 

Vv. 3, 4. Ipicxa (2 Tim. iv. 19) is not different from IpioxAra ; comp. 
on Acts xviii. 2.— Her husband* Aquila was a native of Pontus (Acts 
xvili. 1), and Reiche incorrectly conjectures that he was called Pontius 
Aquila, which name Luke erroneously referred to his native country ;° for, 


1See Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 488; 
Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 63, p. 154. 
2 Lucian, dis accus. 29; Dio Cass. xlii. 39 ; 


ponderant Christian activity and estimation 
were on her side. Hence here, where both 
are saluted (comp. 2 Tim. iy. 19), the preze- 


Dindorf, Soph. O. C. 459, and Prag. ad 
Soph. p. LX1.; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 271. 

3 Xen, Mem. ii. 1. 82; Soph. Trach. 891, 
Oed. C. 559; comp. év vocos mapacratis, 
Musonius, in Stod. jl. p. 416, 43. 

4That Paul names the wife first, is not to 
be regarded as accidental. Probably the pre- 


dence of the wife,—a distinction for which 
in 1 Cor. xvi. 19, where both salute, no occa- 
sion was given. On the precedence given 
to the wife in Acts xviii. 18, see in loc. 

5 Aquila also, the translator of the Bible, 
was, as is well known, from Pontus (Sinope), 
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looking to the close connection in which Aquila stood with Paul, and Paul 
again with Luke, a correct acquaintance with the matter must be presumed 
in the latter. This married couple, expelled from Rome as Jews under 
Claudius, had been converted at Corinth by Paul (see on Acts xviii. 1), had 
then migrated to Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18, 26 ; 1 Cor. xvi 19), are now again 
in Rome, but, according to 2 Tim. iv. 19, were. at a later period once more 
in Ephesus. —év Xpvor$’Iycov| Distinctive character of ovvepyobe ; for la- 
bour for the gospel lives and moves in Christ as its very element. Comp. 
vv. 9, 12. — Ver. 4. The marks of parenthesis are to be omitted, because 
the construction is not interrupted. — oirwec x.7.2.] Note the peculiar grounds 
assigned (quippe quiy for this and several following greetings. — irép] not 
instead of, but for, in order to the saving of my life. — tov éavt. tpaxnr. bréb- 
neav| have submitted their own neck, namely, under the executioner’s axe. In 
the absence of historical information we can just as little decide with cer- 
tainty on the question whether the expression is to be taken Jiterally, that is, 
of a moment when they were to be actually executed but in some way or 
other were still saved, or (so the expositors) jiguratively, of the incurring 
of an extreme danger to life—as on the question where the incident referred to 
took place ? whether at Ephesus, Acts xix. ? or 2 Cor. i. 8? or at Corinth, 
Acts xviii. 6 ff.? or elsewhere ? or, generally, in the midst of labour and 
tribulation shared with Paul? Wetstein, Heumann, and Semler think of 
bail (iréOyxav would then be : they gave pledge; see Lobeck, ad Phyrn. p. 
468). Possibly ; but the nearest conception which offers itself as the words 
stand is that of rpaynAokorety (Plut. Mor. p. 398 D), whether it be thought 
of as a reality or as a figure. The latter, however, is, as being said of both, 
the most probable. The readers Anew what was meant. — rev é6vov] On 
account of this sacrifice for me, the apostle of the Gentiles. The notice con- 
templates the inclusion of the Roman church, which in fact was also a Gen- 
tile church. 

Ver. 5. Kai ry car’ oik. abr. ixxa.] and the church which is in their house. 
Considering the size of Rome, it may be readily conceived that, besides the 
full assembly of the collective church, particular sectional assemblies were 
also formed, which were wont to meet in the houses of prominent members 
of the church. Such a house was that of Aquila and Priscilla, who had also 
in Ephesus given their dwelling for a similar object, 1 Cor. xvi. 19 ; Col. iv. 
15; Philem. 2, Such house-churches are related therefore to the collective 
community, to which, as such, the epistles are directed, simply as the part, 
which has in addition its own special greeting, to the whole. Others (fol- 
lowing Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, ete., with Koppe, Flatt, Klee, 
Gléckler) hold that the éumates of the household are intended. An arbitrary 
assumption of an unexampled hyperbole in the use of éxkAyofa. That all 
the following saluted persons, up to ver. 12, were members of the house- 
church of Aquila and Prisca (Hofmann), is an arbitrary assumption, which is 
rendered very improbable by the repeated dorécacfe, forming in each case a 
fresh beginning. —’Eraiverov'| Unknown like all the following down to ver. 


1 On the accentuation of the name, as well gramm. Unters. p. 80. The name itself is 
as that of "Epacros, ver. 22, see Lipsius, also frequently found in the Greek writers. 
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15, but see the note on ‘Poigor, ver. 138. The traditions of the Fathers made 
most of them bishops and martyrs (see Justiniani, Oomm., and Braun, Sel. 
saer, 1, 2. 29 ff.), and the Synopsis of Dorotheus places most of them among 
the seventy disciples. That Epaenetus had come to Rome with Aquila and 
Prisca (Hofmann), is very precariously conjectured from his being mentioned 
immediately after that couple. — arapy7) ti¢’Ao. cic X.| first-fruits of Asia 
(partitive genitive, see on viii. 23) in reference to Christ, i.e. that one of the 
Asiatics, who had first been converted to Christ."—’Ac. is the western por- 
tion of Asia Minor, as in Actsii. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 19; 2 Cor. i.8. 

Ver. 6. How far Mary had toiled much for the Romans (cic iuac), was as well 
known to the readers and to the apostle himself, who awards to her on that 
account the salutation of acknowledgment and commendation, as it is un- 
known to us. It may have happened abroad (as van Hengel and others 
think) or in Rome itself through eminent loving activity, possibly in a 
special emergency which was now past (hence not kom, but the aorist). 
Reiche refers éxor. to activity in teaching, for which, however, since the text 
annexes no definition (asin 1 Tim. v. 17), and since Mary is not more specially 
known, there is no reason, and generally, as respects public teaching (1 Cor. 
xiv. 34, 35), little probability. On eic, comp. Gal. iv. 11. 

Ver. 7. "Iovviav| is taken by Chrysostom, Grotius, and others, including 
Reiche, as feminine (Junia, who is then to be regarded probably as the wife 
or sister of Andronicus) ; but by most of the more recent expositors as a 
masculine name, Junias, equivalent to Junianus (therefore to be accented 
*Tovviac). [See Note CLY. p. 581.] No decision can be arrived at, although 
the following description, ver. 7 (in opposition to Fritzsche), commends the 
the latter supposition. — cvyyeveic] is explained by many (including Reiche, 
de Wette, Hofmann) as member of the same race or people (according to ix. 
3). But the explanation hinsmen isto be preferred, partly because the word 
itself, without other definition in the context, immediately points to this 
(Mark vi. 4 ; Acts x. 24, et al.); partly because it is only in this sense that 
it has a significance of special commendation ; especially as in Rome there 
were many Jewish-Christians, and hence one does not see how the epithet 
was to be something characteristic in the particular case of those named, if 
it signified only kindred in the sense of belonging to the same people. We 
know too little of the apostle’s kindred (comp. also Acts xxiii. 16), to reject 
this explanation on account of vv. 11, 21, or to venture to employ it in 
throwing suspicion on the genuineness of the chapter (Baur). But Reiche’s 
reason—that Andronicus and Junias are expressly designated as Jews, 
because it would just be non-Jews who were saluted—is quite futile, since 
the nationality of those previously saluted is unknown to us, and Aquila and 
Prisca were likewise Jews.? Just as-groundlessly, Hofmann thinks that in 


1 With the reading arapyy ths ’Axatas, it be affected. Not less foreed would be the 


was necessary, in order not to fall into 
variance with 1 Cor. xvi. 15, to take arapx7%, 
as a fjirst-fruit, one of the first converted,— 
certainly an explanatory makeshift, which 
weakens greatly the significance of the 
notice, and by which 1 Cor. é.c. would also 


combination, by which we should regard. 
Epaenetus as an inmate of Stephanas’ 
house, who had been converted at the same 
time with him (Tholuck, yet only permis- 
sively, following older interpreters). 

2 Probably Mary also—the name already 
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an epistle to the Gentile-Christian church the kinsmen of the apostle would 
be Jews. This is purely arbitrary, and yields, besides, for the designation 
of the persons intended an element, which, in the case of the actual relatives 
of the Jewish-Christian apostle, is quite obvious of itself, and the mention 
of which, moreover, in presence of the Gentile-Christians, would have been 
somewhat indelicate.—Where and in what manner they had been imprisoned 
with Paul,! is, owing to the incompleteness of the information in the book 
of Acts (comp. on 2 Cor. vi. 5), entirely unknown. Clement, 1 Cor. v., 
states that Paul had seven times borne fetters. Ewald, in connection with 
his view that we have here a fragment of an epistle to the Ephesians, as- 
sumes that Andronicus and Junias, while Paul was imprisoned in Rome, lay 
at the same time confined in Ephesus ; and Lucht perceives only the anach- 
ronism of a forger. —érionuos évt. door. ] éxianuoc, like insignis, a vox media 
(comp. Matt. xxvii. 16), here in the good sense: distinguished, i.e. most honour- 
ably known by the apostles.? So Beza, Grotius, and others, including Koppe, 
Flatt, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann, and 
rightly ; for adxdéorodoc is used by Paul only ini Cor. xv. 7 in the wider 
sense (comp. Acts xiv. 4, 14), nevertheless even there with such restriction 
that James and the twelve are included in the reference. Hence we must 
not, especially considering our entire ignorance of the two persons, explain, 
with Origen, Chrysostom, Luther, Calvin, Estius, Wolf, and many others, 
including Tholuck, Kéllner, Riickert, Reithmayr, Ewald, distinguished among 
the apostles (in other words distinguished apostles). That Andronicus and 
Junias were held in peculiar honour by the apostles, does not exclude their 
repute with the Christians generally, but rather points, for their especial 
commendation, to closer relations which they had with the apostles. Lucht 
_misinterprets the expression oi aréor. of the original apostles in contrast to 
Paul. — po énov] That they had been converted exactly at Pentecost (Grotius, 
Koppe), is just as little capable of proof, as that they had been the first 
preachers of the gospel In Rome (Wolf). — yeyévacw év X.] not : became 
apostles in Christ (Reithmayr, following Origen), but: became Christians, 
entered the fellowship of Christ, attained to the év Xpior6 elvac. They were 
thus apyaior wathrai (Acts xxi. 16). ‘‘ Venerabiles facit aetas, in Christo 
maxime,” Bengel. On yivecfa év, see Nigelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 295, ed. 3 ; 
comp. on Phil. ii. 7. 


points to this—was a Jewess; indeed, 
Epaenetus himself appears to have been a 
Jew (against Hofmann), since he is charac- 
terized generally as the first-fruits of Asia, 
not as dnapxy tov €FvGy of this country, 
and according to history, the Christian 
first-fruits of a country inhabited also by 
Jews were, as a rule, Jews. Comp. Acts 
XViii. 6, xxviii, 24 ff. 

1 The expression itself places the relation 
of their captivity under the figurative con- 
ception of captivity in war (vii. 23; 2 Cor. 
x 55 Eph. iv. 8). Comp, Lucian, Asin. 27; 
Photius, Bidl. p. 133, 8. As the Christians, 
and peculiarly the teachers and overseers 


in the service of Christ, their commander-in- 
chief, are ovotpati@rat amongst one another 
(see on Phil. ii. 85, Philem. 2), so also are 
they, in captivity with one another, ovvatx= 
Madwroe (See on Col, iv. 10, Philem. 23). An 
arbitrary play of interpretation occurs in 
Hofmann: those whom Christ has won from 
the world and made His own, just as the 
apostle himself. Aptly Chrysostom points 
out the fellowship of suffering with Paul, 
implied in cuvaxuadA, as the most glorious 
crown of these men. 

2? Comp. Eur. Hee. 379 : érionuos év Bportois, 
ITippol. 103; Polyb, x. 3.8, xy. 34. 3; Lucian, 
mere. cond, 28, 
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Vv. 8, 9. "Aurdav] the abbreviated "Auditor, as codd., vss., and Fathers 
actually read, a name which (in form like Donatus, Fortunatus, etc., sce 
Grotius) was frequent ; see Gruter, Ind. — év xupiy] gives to the ayar. p. the 
specific Christian character ; comp. on ver. 2.—r. cvvepy. fuav] judv refers, 
since Paul speaks always of himself in the singular here, to the readers along 
with himself, comp. ver. 1, not to those named in vv. 3-8 (van Hengel). He 
was probably a stranger who was at this time in Rome, and united his activity 
with that of Roman Christians towards the extension and furtherance of the 
gospel, whereby he was a fellow-labourer of the apostle and of the readers. 
— The name Srayve : Inser. 268. 

Ver. 10. Apelles (comp. Hor. Sat. I. v. 100) is not to be confounded with 
the celebrated Apollos (Acts xviii. 24 ; 1 Cor. i. 12, iii. 4), as Origen, Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, and others have done. Whether he was a 
freedman remains an open question, owing to the frequency of the name, 
which also occurs of freedmen. — rdv déxiuov év X.] i.e. the tried Christian. 
Christ, the personal object of his believing fidelity, is conceived as the ele- 
ment wherein he is approved. Comp. ¢pdviyoc év X., 1 Cor. iv. 10, and 
similar passages. — rode ix trav ’ApictoBobAov] those of the people (perhaps : 
slaves) of Aristobulus, comp. 1 Cor. i. 11. That Paul means the Christians 
among them, is self-evident ; in the similar salutation, ver. 11, he adds it 
redundantly. Avistobulus himself was therefore no Christian ; unless he (so 
Grotius) had been already dead, in which case he might have been a Chris- 
tian. 

Vv. 11, 12. Narcissus is by Grotius, Michaelis, and Neander, held to be 
the powerful freedman of Claudius (Suet. Claud. 28 ; Tacit. Ann. xi. 29 ff., 
xii. 57). It is possible, although Narcissus, according to Tacitus, Ann. xiii. 
1, was already dead (see Wieseler, Chronol. p. 371 ff.). A decision, however, 
cannot be arrived at ; but, considering the frequency of the name, the sus- 
picion of anachronism (Lucht) is groundless.—The three women, ver. 12, 
perhaps deaconesses, are otherwise unknown. Note how Persis is distin- 
guished above the two previously named women ; as also how delicately 
Paul has not added jov, after vv ayarythv, as with the men’s names, yv. 8, 
9, although he means his sentiment of love towards Persis. Observe, also, 
the distinction between koridcac (present) and éxoriacev, The particular cir- 
cumstances of the case are unknown to us. 

Ver. 13. Rufus may be the son of Simon of Cyrene, Mark xy. 21. Comp. 
in loc. The fact that in Mark, who probably wrote in Rome, the man is as- 
sumed to be well known, w ghia agree with the eulogy here : 
kuplw, the elect one in the ais of the Lord, i.e. who is distingwished as a 
Christian.’ For if these words denoted merely the Christian, ‘‘ who in fel- 
lowship with the Lord is chosen to blessedness” (Reiche), they would not 


TOV ékAeKTOY Ev 


1On éxAexrés, exquisitus, in the sense of 
excellens (comp. 1 Tim. y. 21; 1 Pet. ii. 4; 2 
John i. 13; Wisd. iii. 14; Bar. iii. 30), be- 
cause it is just the selected that is wont to 
be the eminently qualified, see Schleusner, 
Thes. IL. p. 289. But Hofmann explains as 
if it ran rov éxAexrov pov ; whois to me @ choice 


Christian brother; he calls the ordinary in- 
terpretation unapostolic (wherefore ?), and 
groundlessly appeals to tyv ayamyryy, ver. 
12. In the case of the latter the loving sub- 
ject is, according to a yery common usage, 
self-evident. 
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—as is, nevertheless, the case with all the remaining predicates—express a 
special element of commendation. — «ai éuov] pregnant, delicate, and grate- 
ful hint of the peculiar love and care which Paul (where and how, is entirely 
unknown!) had enjoyed at her hands. Comp. ver. 2; 1 Cor. xvi. 18 ; Phi- 
lem. 11 ; and see on 1 Cor. i. 2. 

Vv. 14, 15. Hermas was not, as already Origen declared him to be, the 
composer of the book é xovui,? which, according to the Canon Muratorianus, 
is said to have been composed by a brother of the Roman bishop Pius L., 
and in any case belongs to no earlier period than the second century. — x. r. 
ovv abt@ adeAg.] It is possible, but on account of the more general designa- 
tion deviating from ver. 5, not probable, that those named here as well as in 
ver. 15 were members, well known to the apostle, of two éxkaycoiac in Rome 
(so Hofmann), according to which view by the brethren with them would be 
meant the remaining persons taking part in these assemblies, for the most part 
doubtless unknown to him. It is possible also that some other Christian as- 
sociations unknown to us (Fritzsche and Philippi think of associations of 
trade and commerce) are intended. We have no knowledge on this point. 
Reiche, thinks of two mission-societies. But wavtec, ver. 15, points to a con- 
siderable number, and there is no trace in the Book of Acts of so formal and 
numerous mission-societies ; they were doubtless still foreign to that period. 
Probably also Paul would have given some thoughtful indication or other of 
this important characteristic point.—The whole of the names in vv. 14, 15 
are found in Gruter and elsewhere.—Julia appears to have been the wife of 
Philologus ; the analogy of the following Nypéa x. 7iv ddeAopv abtov makes it 
less probable that the name denotes a man (Julias, comp. on ver. 7). 

Ver. 16. The series of greetings which Paul has to offer from himself is 
concluded. But he now desires that his readers should also exchange greet- 
ings among one another, reciprocally, and that with the loving sign of the 
holy kiss. The subject of this greeting is thus every membex of the church 
himself, who kisses another (see on 1 Cor. xvi. 20), not Paul, so that meo 
nomine should be supplied (Bengel, Koppe). This is forbidden by aAApaove. 
Comp. 1 Cor. de. ; 2Cor. xiii. 12; Justin, Ap. i. 65. The case is otherwise 
with 1 Thess. v. 26 (see Liinemann in Joc.). The ancient custom, especially in 
the East, and particularly among the Jews, of uniting a greeting witha kiss, 
gave birth to the Christian practice of the dyiov ¢iAqua (1 Pet. v. 14),* termed 
dywov, because it was no profane thing, but had Christian consecration, ex- 
pressing the holy Christian-fellowship of love.* — raca:] From many churches 


1 Hofmann entertains the conjecture, quite recently conducted by Zahn, and 


which isin no way capable of proof, that 
Rufus lived with his mother in Jerusalem 
when Paul himself sojourned there; and 
that then Paul dwelt in the house of the 
mother, and enjoyed her motherly care.— 
If, again, the demonstration of love in- 
tended fallsin a dader period of the apostle’s 
life, his expression in our passage is the 
more courteous ; hence it by no means re- 
quires the above precarious combination. 

2 The critical discussions as to this work, 


Lipsius in particular, have no bearing here. 
3 pidynua ayarns ; Const. ap. ii. 57. 12, viii. 

5.5: 7d ev cvpiv PiAnjuwa, Tertullian, de orat. 

4: osculum pacis. ‘ 

4 That Paul actually desires that the re- 
ciprocal greeting by a kiss on the part of 
all should take place after the reading of 
the epistle, ought not to have been disput- 
ed (Calvin, Philippi). A ceremony indeed 
he does not desire ; but he summons not 
merely to love, but to the kiss of love. 


CHAR XIV eeaelids Byal 
greetings had been doubtless entrusted to the apostle for the Romans, since 
he had certainly not previously withheld from them his project of travelling 
to Rome (perhaps also, of writing thither beforehand). Concerning the 
rest, what Erasmus says holds good : ‘‘Quoniam cognovit omnium erga 
Romanos studium, omnium nomine salutat.” The universal shape of the ut- 
terance by no means justifies us in pronouncing this greeting not to be the 
apostle’s, and deriving it from 1 Cor. xvi. 19, 20 (Lucht) ; it rather corre- 
sponds entirely to that cordial and buoyant consciousness of fellowship, in 
which he did not feel himself prompted narrowly to examine his summary 
expression. Others arbitrarily limit macaw to the Greek churches (Grotius), 
or simply to the churches in Corinth and its ports (Michaelis, Olshausen, and 
others), or at least to those in which Paul had been (Bengel). 

Vv. 17-20. A warning, added by way of supplement, against the errone- 
ous teachers who were then at work. This very supplementary position 
given to the warning, as well as its brevity, hardly entering at all into the 
subject itself (comp. on the other hand, the detailed treatment in chap. xiv. 
xv. of a less important contrast), evinces that Paul is not here speaking, as 
Wieseler, following older interpreters, holds, against such as already were 
actually making divisions in Rome. He would have treated so dangerous an 
evil in the doctrinal connection of the epistle and at length, not in such a 
manner as to show that it only occurred to him at the close to add a warn- 
ing word. Hence this is to be regarded as directed against an evil possibly 
setting in. Doubtless he was apprehensive from the manifold experience 
acquired by him, that, as elsewhere (comp. Gal. iii. 6, 11 ff. ; Col. ii. 8 ff; 
Phil. iii. 2 ff., 18,19 ; 2 Cor. xi. 13 ff.), so also in Rome, Jewish zealots for 
the law* might arise and cause divisions in their controversy with Pauline 
Christianity. This occasioned his warning, from which his readers knew to 
what kind of persons it referred,—a warning, therefore, against danger, such 
as he gave subsequently to the Philippians also (Phil. ili.), to whom the 
evil must have been all the nearer. Paul might, however, the more readily 
consider it enough to bring in this warning only supplementarily and briefly, 
since in Rome the Gentile-Christian element was the preponderant one, and 
the mind of the church in general was so strongly in favour of the Pauline 
gospel (vv. 19, 20, vi. 17), that a permanent Judaistic influence was at pres- 
ent not yet to be apprehended. How, notwithstanding, an anti-Pauline 
doctrinal agitation took place later in Rome, see Phil. i, 15 ff. Moreover, 
the precautionary destination of our passage, and that in presence of the 
greatness of the danger, is sufficient to make us understand its contents and 
expression as well as its isolated position at the close. At least there does 
not appear any necessity for setting it down as an original constituent por- 


‘1 The brief indications, vy. 17, 18, do not 
suggest philosophical Gentile - Christians 
(Hammond, Clericus), but (see on ver. 18) 
Judaizers, against whom Paul offers his 
warning. Hofmann prefers to abide by 
the generality of the warning, whether the 
troubles might be of Gentile origin or might 
arise from doctrines of Jewish legalism, 


But this view does not satisfy the concrete 
traits in vv. 17, 18,20. See the correct in- 
terpretation already in Chrysostom and 
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The latter says: 
Aéyer 6& wept THY awd "lovdalwv,ot amav- 
Taxdoe wEeptidoyTeEs TOVS amd evOY maTEv- 
ovras THS vomUKHs ExeoVat TapaTnpHaews meldew 
érretp@vTa, 
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tion of an epistle addressed to a church founded by Paul himself, namely, 
to the church of the Ephesians (Ewald, Lucht). 

Ver. 17. Exoreiv] to have in view, in order, namely, to guard against 5 
comp. Biérete, Phil. iii. 2; but cxoreiv speculari, is stronger, comp. also 
Phil. iii. 17. — rade duyoor.] [See Note CLVI. p. 582.] comp. Gal. v. 20 ; 1 
Mace. iii. 29.1 The article denotes those anti-Pauline divisions and offences, 
oxdvdaia,—i.e. temptations to departure from the true Christian faith and 
life, eell known to the readers,—which at that time arose in so many quarters 
in Pauline churches, and might readily threaten the Romans also. — éxxdi- 
vare an’ avtov] turn away from them, shun them, go out of their way. Comp. 
1 Pet. iii. 11; Ps. cxix. 102; Ecclus. xxii. 11; Thucyd. v. 73. 3; more 
usually with the accusative. Grotius rashly concludes: ‘‘ non fuisse tune 
conventus communes aut presbyterium Romae ; alioquin voluisset tales ex- 
communicari.” Paul rather counsels a rule of conduct for each individual 
member of the church, leaving the measures to be adopted on the part of 
the church, in case of necessity, to the church-government there (which was 
one regularly organized, in opposition to Bengel, see xii. 6 ff.). The disturb- 
ers, besides, against whom they are warned, are in fact viewed not as members 
of the church, but as intruders from without. Comp. Acts xv. 1; Gal. il. 
4,—The reference to the doctrine received certainly implies a church having 
Pauline instruction, but not exactly one founded by Paul himself (Ewald), 
like that at Ephesus. Comp. vi. 17 ; Col. i. 238. 

Ver. 18. Reason assigned for the injunction of ver. 17. —oi rocovrou] ‘‘ hi 
tales ; notatur substantia cum sua qualitate,” Bengel. — ot dova.] Note the 
position of the negation ; the thought is: to the Lord they refuse service, but 
their own belly they serve. Thereby they belonged to the category of the 
éyOpot tod otavpod tr. Xp., Phil. iii. 18.—On rH worcdia dovhetecr, TH 
yaotpt dovreberv abdomini servire (Seneca, de benef. vii. 26), asa designation of 
selfishness, bent only on good cheer in eating and drinking, comp. on Phil. 
ui. 19 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. TX. p. 416. For this object the sectaries sought 
to make use of the influence and following which they obtained. Comp. 
Lucian, de morte Peregr. 11 ff. Behind their teaching, although this was 
not itself of an Epicurean nature (Hofmann), there lurked, hypocritically 
concealed, the tendency to epicurean practice. — did ti¢ ypyoroA. K. eddoy.] by 
means of the kind (having a good-natured sound) and fair-set language, which 
they hold.* The two words characterize contents (ypyoroa.) and form (ebA.) 5 
hence it is preferable to take evAoy. in the above signification thanin the or- 
dinary one of praise, extolling (Philippi). Comp. Luther : stately language. 
— tov axdaxwv] of the guileless (Heb. vii. 26), who themselves have nothing 
evil in their mind, and are prepared for nothing evil.’—The assertion that 
Paul appears too severe in the accusation of his opponents (Riickert) cannot 
be made good. He writes from long and ample experience. 


1 Dem. 423, 4; Plat. Legg. i. p. 630A ; Dion. evAoyia, language finely expressed (here: 
Hal. viii. 72. fine phrases), Plat. Rep. p. 400 D; Lucian, 
2. On xpnoroA. comp. Jul. Capitol. vit. Per- Lexiph. 1; Aesop, 229. 
tin. 13; Eustath. p. 1437, 53, and the classi- 3 See Wetstein in loc. ; Ruhnken, ad Tim. 
cal Adyou xpyoroi, Acyew xpyord w.7.A.; ON  p. 56; Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor. p. 342, 
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Ver. 19. Not a second ground assigned for, or justification of, the 
warning of ver. 17 (Tholuck, de Wctte, Philippi ; comp. also Reithmayr 
and Hofmann) ; for this use of a second really co-ordinated ydép is nowhere 
to be assumed in the N. T. See, on the contrary, on viii. 6. Nor is it to 
be taken, with Fritzsche: ‘‘nam vos innocentibus qui facile decipiuntur 
hominibus annumerandos esse, ex eo intelligitur, quod vos Christo obedientes 
esse nemo ignorat ;” for the latter is exactly the opposite of ready liability 
to seduction. Nor with Riickert : for the general diffusion of the news 
that you are such good Christians will soon bring those men to Rome, that 
they may sow their tares ; which is not expressed. Nor yet again with 
Calvin and others, Reiche, and Kéllner: for you are indeed good Chris- 
tians, whereat I rejoice ; but I desire, etc.—against which the expression, 
especially the want of wév and the presence of ody, is decisive. In order to 
a correct understanding, one should note the emphatically prefixed tyév, 
which stands in correlation—and that antithetic—with rév axdxkwv. Hence 
(as also Philippi admits, comp. van Hengel) : ‘‘ not without reason do I 
say : the hearts of the guwileless ; for you they will not lead astray, because 
you do not belong to such as the mere dxaxo., but distinguish yourselves so 
much by obedience (towards the gospel), that this has become universally 
known ; respecting you therefore (here, too, ég div stands first emphatically ; 
see the critical notes) I rejoice,’ yet desire that you may be wise and pure,” 
—a delicate combination of warning with the expression of firm confidence. 
Strangely, Lucht, comparing Acts xx. 29, assigns ver. 19 to an epistle to 
the Ephesians. — eic¢ ra ayab.] in reference to the good, which you have to do. 
By this general expression Paul means specially fidelity towards the pure 
gospel. —<dxepatove sic Td Kaxdv] pure in reference to evil, so that you keep 
yourselves unmixed with it, free from it. Comp. Phil. ii. 15, Matt. x. 16; 
and see respecting dkepaio¢ generally, Ruhnken, ad Tim. p. 18. 

Ver. 20. Encouraging promise ; hence ovrrpipec is not with Flatt to be 
taken as optative, contrary to linguistic usage, nor is the erroneous gloss 
of the reading ovvtpinpac (A, 67**, Theodoret, Oec., Jer., Ambros., Rup.) to 
be approved.—Paul regards the sectaries, because they are servants not of 
Christ, but of their belly (ver. 18), as organs of Satan (comp. 2 Cor. xi. 15) ; 
hence his figurative expression of the thought, founded on Gen. iii. 15: 
“The God of peace will grant you (when the authors of division appear 
amongst you) shortly the complete victory over them.”—As Ocd¢ tij¢ eiphyng 
(pacificus) God appears in contrast to those rovwwvre¢ tac dSuxooraciag (ver. 17). 
Comp. on xv. 33.—The bruising of Satan and treading him under feet takes 
place in God’s power; hence 6 Oed¢ x.t.A. Comp. 1 Mace. iii, 22 (and 
Grimm in loc.), iv. 10, et al. —% yaprc «.7.2.] The grace of our Lord, ete. ; 
therewith, as with the usual concluding blessing of his epistles, Paul would 


1In the reading of the Recepta defended 41.9; Schaefer, ad Bos. Hil. p. 277; Kiihner, 
by Hofmann, xaipw ody 7d ép’ vutv, xaipew If. 1, p. 434), be a more precise definition to 
would not have to be supplied after 76 (as -xafpw: I rejoice, as to what concerns you. 
Hofmann very oddly thinks); but 7d ed’ In this case, é¢¢’ vutv would be by no means 
duc sc, 6v would, according to a well-known dependent on the notion xaipw, but the 
usage (see Bernhardy, p. 329; Kriiger, § 68. latter would stand absolutely. 
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close. But he has as yet delivered no special greetings from those around 
him at Corinth, whether it be that they are now for the first time entrusted 
to him, or that he now for the first time observes that he has not yet mentioned 
them in what precedes (as after ver. 16). This induces him now further to 
add vy. 21-23 after the conclusion already written down in ver. 20; then 
to repeat the above blessing in ver. 24; and finally, after recalling anew all 
which he had delivered to the Romans, in a full outburst of deeply moved 
piety to make the doxology, vv. 25-27, the final close of the entire letter. 

Ver. 21. Tiu66.] It may surprise us that he is not brought forward at the 
head of the epistle as its joint writer (as in 2 Cor. i. 1; Phil. i. 1; Col. 1. 
1; 1 Thess. i. 1; 2 Thess. i. 1), since he was at that time with Paul. But it 
is possible that he was absent just when Paul began to compose the epistle, and 
hence the apostle availed himself in the writing of it of the hand of a more 
subordinate person, who had no place in the superscription (ver. 22) ; it is 
possible also that the matter took this shape for the inward reason, that 
Paul deemed it suitable to appear with his epistle before the Roman church, 
to which he was still so strange, in all his unique and undivided apostolic 
authority. — Aot«oc] Not identical with Luke, as Origen, Semler, and others 
held ;! but whether with Lucius of Cyrene, Acts xiii. 1, is uncertain. Just 
as little can it (even after Lucht’s attempt) be ascertained, whether ‘Idow» is 
the same who is mentioned in Acts xvii. 5. Swoiratpoc may be one with 
Xérarpoc, Acts xx. 4; yet both names, Ywoiz. and Ydéz., are frequently 
found in the Greek writers. — ovyyeveic] as vv. 7, 11. Why it should be 
reckoned ‘‘more than improbable’ (Hofmann) that Paul had at that time 
three kinsmen in Rome (vv. 7, 11), and three in his neighbourhood at the 
time of writing, it is not at all easy to see. 

Ver. 22. Tertius, probably an Italian with whom the readers were ac- 
quainted, was at that time with Paul in Corinth, and wrote the letter, which 
the apostle dictated to him. The view that he made a fair copy of the apos- 
tolic draught (Beza, Grotius) is the more groundless, since Paul was zcont to 
dictate his epistles (1 Cor. xvi. 21; Gal. vi. 11 ; Col. iv. 16; 2 Thess. iii, 
17). In his own name Tertius writes his greeting ; for it was very natural 
that, when he called the apostle’s attention to his personal wish to send a 
grecting, his own greeting (which Grotius and Laurent, without sufficient 
ground, relegate to the margin) would not be dictated by the apostle, but 
left to himself to express. In ver. 23, Paul again proceeds with his dicta- 
tion. Quite groundlessly, Olshausen (following Eichhorn) thinks that Paul 
wrote the doxology immediately after ver. 20, and did so on a small sepa- 
rate piece of parchment, the other blank side of which the scribe Tertius 
used, in order to write on it in his own name vv. 21-24. But how incon- 
testably 6 ovvepyd¢ pov, ver. 21, points to Paul himself !— év rvpip] To be 
referred to dox.; the Christian salutation, offered in the consciousness of 
living fellowship with Christ. Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 19. 


Ver, 23. Téioc] Perhaps the same who is mentioned in 1 Cor. i. 14 *ea0 


1 Considered probable also by Tiele inthe the name of the bishop of Cenchreae ap- 
Stud. w. Krit, 1858, p. 753 ff—In the Con- pointed by Paul, 
slitt. wp. vii. 46. 2, Lucius is mentioned as 


GHAR. xvile, Ay 55 


may at the same time be assumed, that the person mentioned in Acts xx. 4 
(not also he who appears in Acts xix. 29) is not a different one, against which 
the circumstance that he was of Derbe is no proof. But considering the great 
frequency of the name (see also 3 John 1; Constitt. ap. vii. 46. 1 ; Martyr. 
Polyc. 22), no decision can be given. Origen ; ‘“ Fertur traditione majorum, 
quod hic Cajus fuit episcopus Thessalonicensis ecclesiae.” — £évoc, guest- 
Jriend, is in the Greek writers not merely the person entertained, but also, as 
here, the entertainer.’ Paul lodged with Caius, as during his first sojourn in 
Corinth with Aquila, and then with Justus (Acts xviii. 1-7). — cat rjc én. 62. ] 
Whether this be a reference to the circumstance that Caius gave his house for 
the meetings of the church (Grotius), or to the fact that, while the apostle 
lodged with him, there were at the same time very numerous visits of persons 
belonging to the church of Corinth, whom Caius hospitably received, —a view 
which corresponds better to the thoughtfully chosen designation—in any case 
Zévoc does not stand to rA¢ éexA. 64. in the same'strict relation as to “00. 
Comp. ver. 13, rv pytépa abrov Kat iuov. If the lodging of those coming from 
abroad (Hofmann, following Erasmus and others) were meant, tic éxcA. bane 
would have been understood of the collective Christian body, and the 
hyperbolical expression would appear more jesting than thoughtful. Comp. 
rather on 7 éxxAnoia 6An, 1 Cor. xiv, 23, also v. 11, xv. 22. Nor isthe ex- 
pression suitable to the Roman church, in so far, namely, as Paul converted 
many of its members during their exile (Miircker), because it would be too 
disproportionate. —”*Epacroc] Different from the one mentioned in Acts xix. 22 
and 2 Tim.'iv. 20 ; for the person sending greeting here was not, like Timo- 
thy, atravelling assistant of the apostle, but administrator of the city-chest, 
city-chamberlain in Corinth (arcarius civitatis, see Wetstein) ; unless we 
should assume—for which, however, no necessity presents itself—that he 
had given up his civic position and is here designated according to his for- 
mer office (Pelagius, Estius, Calovius, Klee, and others, comp. also Reiche). 
For another, but forced explanation, see Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 55. The 
name Erastus was very frequent. The less are we, with Lucht, to discover 
an error in Acts xix. 22 and 1 Tim iv. 20. Grotius, moreover, has rightly 
observed : ‘‘ Vides jam ab initio, quamquam paucos, aliquos tamen fuisse 
Christianos in dignitate positos.” Comp. 1 Cor. i. 26 ff. — Respecting 
Quartus absolutely nothing is known. Were adeAgd¢ a brother according to 
the flesh, namely of Erastus, Paul would have added airov (comp. ver. 15) ; 
hence it is to be understood in the sense of Christian brotherhood, and to be 
assumed that the relations of this Quartus suggested to the apostle no more 
precise predicate, and were well known to the readers. 

Ver. 24. In 2 Thess. iii. 16, 18, the closing blessing is also repeated. 
Wolf aptly observes: ‘Ita hodienum, ubi epistola eale dicto. consummate 
est, et alia paucis commemoranda menti se adhuc offerunt, scribere solemus : 
vale iterum.” ; 

Vv. 25-27. [See Note CLVIL. p. 582. ] As a final complete conclusion, 
we have now this praising of God, rich in contents, deep in feeling (perhaps 


1 See Sturz, Lew. Xen. II. p. 218; Duncan, ed. Rost. p. 799. 
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added by the apostle’s own hand), in which the leading ideas contained in 
the whole epistle, as they had already found in the introduction, i. 1-3, 
their preluding keynote, and again in xi. 33 ff. their preliminary doxological 
expression, now further receive, in the fullest unison of inspired piety, their 
concentrated outburst for the ultimate true consecration of the whole. No 
one but Hofmann, who assigns to these three verses their place after xiv. 23 
(see the critical notes), could deny that they form a dozology at all. Accord- 
ing to him, 76 dé dvvauév is to be connected with dgei2ouev, xv. 1, and to be 
governed by this verb (thus: to Him, who is able. . . we are debtors, etc.). 
This is, however, nothing less than a monstrosity of exegetical violence, 
and that, first, because the verses carry on their front the most immediate 
and characteristic stamp of a doxology (comp. especially Jude 24, 25), in 
which even the ay#yv is not wanting (comp. ix. 5, xi. 36) ; secondly, because 
the fulness and the powerful pathos of the passage would be quite dispropor- 
tionate as a preparatory basis for the injunction that follows in xy. 1, and 
would be without corresponding motive ; thirdly, because in ver. 25 ia 
stands, but in the supposed continuation, xv. 1, jueic, which is an evidence 
against their mutual connection ; and lastly, because the dé, xv. 1, stands 
inexorably in the way. This dé, namely, coud not be the antithetic dé of the 
apodosis and after participles, especially after absolute participles (Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 372 ff. ; Kithner, II. 2, p. 818 ; Baeumlein, Partik. pp. 92 f., 94), 
but only the reswmptive (Kiithner, II. 2, p. 815 ; Baeumlein, p. 97) ; and 
then Paul must have written not d¢geiAouev dé, but either air dé ddei2ouev, 
which air would reassume the previously described subject, or he must 
have put his dé in ver. 27 along with wérw cod Oew, and therefore some- 
what thus : wévm dé cod O&H . . . dGelAouer. 

Ver. 25. Ernpitac] to make firm and stedfast. Luke xxii. 32 ; Rom. i. 11; 
1 Thess. ili. 2 ; 2 Thess. 11.17, etal. The description of God by 76 duvauévy 
bac otnpi sac corresponds to the entire scope of the epistle. Comp. i, 11 
(in opposition to Lucht). —tuac] dudv tac kapdiac, 1 Thess. iii. 138. — xara 7d 
evayy. jov| is closely connected with ornp. (to strengthen in respect of my gos- 
pel), so that we are not to supply in jide (Koppe, de Wette, van Hengel) or 
the like (Reiche : ‘in the religious and moral life,”) ; but the sense is not 
different from orp. é rT ebayy. ov (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 17 ; 2 Pet. i. 12), 
namely: so to operate upon you that you may remain stedfastly faithful to 
my gospel, and not become addicted to doctrines and principles deviating 
from it. More far-fetched is the explanation of others (taking xaré in the 
sense of the rule) ; ‘‘ so to strengthen you, that you may now live and act. accord- 
ing to my gospel” Kéllner (comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Wolf, Koppe, Tholuck) ; or (xara of the regulative modal character) : after 
the fashion of my gospel (Hofmann),—The expression 7d ehayyéA. pov, the 
gospel preached by me, cannot, seeing that in Rome Pauline Christianity was 
in the ascendant, be accounted, on an impartial consideration of the apostol- 
ic consciousness, and in comparison with ii. 16 (see also 2 Thess. ii. 14; 2 
Tim, ii. 8 ; Gal. ii, 2), as in itself surprising, least of all when we attend to 
the added : cat rd kjpvyya Inood Xpiorod. This, namely, far from aiming at 
a conciliatory comparison with the preaching of the other apostles (Lucht), is 


CHAP. XVI., 25. 577 


a more precise definition of 7d evayy. pov, proceeding from the humble piety 
of the apostle. As he wrote or uttered the latter expression, he at once 
vividly felt that Acs gospel was withal nothing else than the preaching which 
Christ Himself caused to go forth (through him as His organ) ; and by making 
this addition, he satisfies his own principle: ov yap roAujow Aareiv ti dv ob 
KaTetpyacato Xpiord¢ de eno Adyw. kK. Epyw, XV. 18. Comp. on the thought, 
Eph. 1. 17 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 38. This humility, amidst all the boldness in other 
respects of his apostolic consciousness, suggested itself the more to his heart, 
because in connection with a praise of God. With this view of the genitive 
agree substantially Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Ewald. The more usual explanation: the preaching concerning Christ 
(Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Kéllner, Tholuck (?), 
Reithmayr, Philippi), yields after rd evayy. uov somewhat of tautology, and 
forfeits the thoughtful correlation between ov and ‘Iycobv Xpicrov. The 
personal oral preaching of Christ Himself during His earthly life (Grotius, 
Wolf, Koppe, Béhme, Hofmann), to which Paul never expressly refers 
in his epistles (not even in Gal. v. 1) is not to be thought of. — kara aroxd- 
Avi pwornp. k.7.2. | co-ordinated to the preceding xara . . . Xporov, and like- 
wise dependent on orypita. In the exalted feeling of the sublime dignity of 
the gospel, in so far as he has just designated it as the kjpvyyaof Jesus Christ, 
the apostle camnot leave the description of its character without also desig- 
nating it further according to its grand and sacred contents (not according to 
its novelty, as Hofmann explains, which lies neither in the text nor in the 
connection), and that with a theocratic glance back upon the primitive counsel 
of salvation of God : as revelation of a secret kept in silence in eternal times (comp. 
Col. i. 26 ; Eph. iii. 9, 1.4; 1 Cor. ii. 7). Note the dtpartite character of 
the designation by the twofold «ard, according to which Paul sets forth the 
gospel, (1) ratione subjecti, as his gospel and kipvyya of Christ, and (2) ratione 
objecti, as the revelation of the primitive sacred mystery. —'The second xara is 
to be taken quite like the first (comp. Col. ii. 8) ; but Paul designates the 
divine decree of the redemption of the world* as wvorhpwv (comp. generally on 
xi. 25), in so far as it, formed indeed by God from eternity (hidden in God, 
Eph. iii. 9), and in the fulness of time accomplished by Christ, was first 
disclosed? through the gospel, ¢.e. laid open to human contemplation (Eph. 
iii. 4, 8, 9, vi. 19) ; hence the gospel is the actual aroxdAvuc of this secret. 
The article was not requisite with azox., since the following genitive has no 
article, and, besides, a preposition precedes (Winer, p. 118f. [E. T. p. 125] ; 
comp. 1 Pet. i. 7). But pyvornpiov, if it was to be in itself the definite secret, 
must have had the article (Eph. iii. 3, 9 ; Col. i. 26) ; hence we must explain 
“‘ of a secret,” so that it is only the subsequent concrete description which 


1 The bestowal of blessing on the Gentiles preaching of the gospel (i. 17; Gal. ili. 23) is 
(Eph. iii. 6) is an essential feature of the meant according to the context, and not 
contents of the wverjpiov ; but to refer the “mihi data patefactio” (van Hengel), which 
latter in our passage to this alone (Beza, Paul elsewhere, when he means it, actually 
Bengel, Philippi, Tholuck, and others), is expresses. Comp. Gal. i. 16; Eph. iii. 3; 1 
not justified by the context. Cor, ii, 10; Eph. iii, 5; Gal. i. 12. 

2 This disclosure made to men through the 
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expresses what secret is meant : ‘in respect to the revelation of a secret, which 
was kept silent in eternal times, but now has been brought to light, AMS Ch Among 
the varying explanations, the only one linguistically correct is that aes 
(comp. Kéllner, Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi), who makes cara a7ox. pvr. 
dependent not merely on orypigas, but on r@ dé dvvapy. ipac ornp- taken 
together, and takes card as in consequence of, thus namely : ‘‘ qui potest vos 
corroborare in. . . secundum patefactionem arcani, h, e. postquam facta est 
patefactio arcani, 74. q. émet amenagty pvathpiov 3” more exactly Riickert, 
Philippi, Tholuck : in correspondence with the revelation, ete. But no neces- 
sity exists for taking «aré here in another sense than previously, (as e. g- 
there is such a necessity, obviously, with kar éxvrayjv immediately below) ; 
on the contrary, after the words, ‘‘ who is in a position to strengthen you 
in respect of the gospel,” the idea ‘‘ secundum patefactionem arcani ” would 
be superfluous and self-evident, and therefore the weighty mode of its ex- 
pression would be without motive and turgid. It would be otherwise if 
kara arroxdAuu «.T.2. Were intended to establish not the ability of God, but 
His willingness. Incorrectly, in fine, Olshausen and older expositors think 
that rd yeyevyuévov should be supplied : ‘‘ which preaching has taken place 
through revelation of a secret,” etc. This Paul would have known how to 
say properly, had he meant it. — ypdvore aiwy.}| Period in which the ceory. took 
place ; Acts viii. 11, xiii. 20; Josh. ii. 20 ; Wimer, p. 205 [B. T. p. 218]; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 886. From the very beginning down to the time of the 
N. T. proclamation reach the ypévoc aiéyio1, Which are meant and popularly 
so designated. Bengel: ‘‘tempora primo sui initio aeternitatem quasi prae- 
viam attingentia.” Comp. 2 Tim.i. 9; Tit.i. 2. As at almost every word 
of the doxology, Lucht has taken offence at the expression ypédvere aiwy.* 
And Reiche incorrectly understands the course of eternity down to the time of 
the prophets. For by aroxaa. wvotnp. x.7.4. Paul wished to designate the 
New Testament gospel (khpvyua Inoov Xpiorov), which therefore had not been 
preached before Christ ; but he thinks of the prophetical predictions as the 
means used (ver. 26) for the making it known, and justly, since in them the 
publication has not yet taken place, but there is contained merely the still 
obscure preindication and preparatory promise (i. 2) which were only to 
obtain their full and certain light through the far later dzoxdavuc of the 
_ mystery, and consequently were to serve as a medium of faith to the preach- 
ing which announces the secret of salvation. Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 
293. Suggestively Bengel remarks : ‘* V. T. est tanquam horologium in suo 
cursu tacito ; N. T. est sonitus et pulsus aeris.” The silence respecting the 
secret was first put an end to by the preaching of the N. T., so that now the 
garépoo came in its place ; and up to that time even the prophetic language 
was, in reference to the world, as yet a silence, because containing only ovve- 
oxcaouévog (Theodoret) what afterwards (‘‘ a complemento,” Calovius) was to 
become through the evangelical preaching manifest, brought clearly to light 


1 The fashion, in which he professes to 
explain the separate elements from a Gnos- 
tic atmosphere, is so arbitrary as to place 
itself beyond the pale of controversy. 


Thus, ¢.g., xpov. aiwv, is held to refer to the 
Gnostic aeons, cecvynuw. to the Gnostic Sige, 
Sia ypad. mpobyr. to the yraats of allegorical 
explanation of Scripture. 5 


CHAP Xvi. 26: 579 
(comp. i. 19, iii. 21; Col. iv. 4; 1 Pet. i. 10, 11, 20 ; Tit. i. 2, 3; 2 Tim. 
16 10) 

Ver. 26. Contrast of ypédvore aiwv. ceory. — But which has been made mani- 
Jest in the present time, and by means of prophetic writings, according to the 
commandment of the eternal God, in order to produce obedience of faith, has been 
made known among all nations. In this happy relation of the present time, 
with regard to that which the ypéver aidvi lacked, how powerful a motive 
to the praise of God ! — gavepafévroe dé viv] Comp. Col. 1. 26, vor? dé &pavepdOy, 
in the same contrast ; but here the stress lies, in contradistinction to the 
immediately preceding ceovyyu. on gavepof. Reiche’s observation, that the 
gavépworc is never attributed to the prophets, is not at all applicable ; for it 
is not in fact ascribed to the prophets here, and gavepud. is not even con- 
nected with dia ypag. xpod., which re undoubtedly assigns to the following 
participle yvwpic#.? The mystery has, namely, in the Christian present been 
clearly placed in the light, has been made an object of knowledge (comp. on 
i. 19), a result obviously accomplished through the gospel (comp. Col. i. 26; 
Tit. i. 3); and with this @avépwoue, in and by itself, there was connected in 
further concrete development the general publication of the secret, as it is 
more precisely designated by dua te ypadov . . . . yvepiof. This general 
publication was, namely, one which took place (1) by means of prophetic 
writings (comp. i. 2), inasmuch as, after the precedent of Jesus Himself 
(John v. 39 ; Matt. v. 17 ; Luke xxiv. 27, 44), it was brought into connec- 
tion with the prophecies of the O. T. testifying beforehand (1 Pet. i. 11), 
the fulfilment of the same was exhibited, and they were employed as a proof 
and confirmation of the evangelical preaching (comp. also Acts xvii. 11), 
and generally as a medium enabling the latter to produce knowledge and 
faith. (2) It took place at the command of God (x. 17; Tit. i. 3), whose 
servants (i. 9) and stewards of His mysteries (1 Cor. iv. 1), the apostles are, 
conscious of His command (Gal. i. 1, 15). (3) It was made in order to pro- 
duce obedience towards the faith (comp. oni. 5), and that (4) among all nations. 
— 700 aiwviov cov] aiwv. is nota faint allusion to ypédvore alwviow (Reiche) ; 
but stands in a very natural and apt relation of meaning thereto, since it is 
only as eternal (Baruch iv. 8, 22 ; Hist. Susann. 42) that God could dispose 
of the eternal times and of the present, so that what was kept silent in the 


1Téis wanting indeed in D E 34, 87, Syr. 
Erp. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Slav. Vulg. Clar. 
Germ. Chrys. and some Latin Fathers ; but 
this is to be regarded as a hasty deletion, 
occasioned by the fact that, without precise 
consideration of the sense and of the fol- 
lowing connection, 64 ypad. mpoh. was 
mechanically attached to davepwd. as near- 
est in position, and the necessity in point of 
construction for its belonging to yvwpict., 
widely separated by the intervening notices, 
was not perceived. In order thereupon to 
supply the want of connection between the 
two participles, which arose through the 
omission of the ré, an e¢ was inserted before 


«ar in versions (Syr. Erp. Aeth.). 

2 This, too, against Hofmann, who makes 
dca ypadh. rpop. be added to vuy by means 
of ré, in the sense of “just as also.”” But the 
Té must have added to the viv something 
homogeneous, supplementing (Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 211; Kiihner, I. 2, p. 787), not a 
notion dissimilar to it. Generally, it would 
not be easy to see why Paul should not 
have placed his ré only after car’ emurayyv, 
and thereby have given tothe second par- 
ticipial sentence—which, according to Hof- 
mann’s explanation, follows without con- 
necting particle—a connecting link in con- 
formity with the sense. 
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former should be made known in the latter. —eic x. 7. 2607] Consequently 
the publication was not confined to the Jews, but was accomplished among 
all Gentile peoples ; comp. i. 5. As to eic of the direction, comp. John viii. 
26, and see on Mark i. 39, xiv. 9. 

Ver. 27. Mévw cop@ Oe6 dud "Iyood X.] to be closely connected (without 
acomma after 0) : to the through Jesus Christ only wise God, i.e. to the 
God who through Christ has shown Himself as the alone wise, so wise, that in 
comparison with Him this predicate can be applied to no other being (comp. 
Luke xviii. 19 ; John xvii. 8; 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16, i. 17 ; 2 Macc. 1. 25), the 
absolutely wise.! The connection : ‘‘to the alone wise God be the glory 
through Christ” (Pesch., Chrysostom, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, 
Morus, van Hengel, and several others), is inadmissible because of », which 
indeed is omitted by Beza and Grotius after the Complut. edition, but is 
critically so certified (it is wanting merely in B) that it can only appear to 
have been omitted with a view to relieve the construction ; although Riick- 
ert also sees himself forced to omit it, and Ewald (comp. Mircker, p. 8), 
while retaining the ¢, so translates as if it ran © ddI. X. 7 défa. Thus, 
too, Hofmann connects the words, seeking through the dative pévw cogg 
6¢ to bring them into government with dge/Aouev, xv. 1 (see on vv. 25-27). 
Instances of such a prefixing of parts of sentences having an emphasis before 
the relative are found, indeed, in the Greek writers ;* yet in the N. T. we 
have no passage of this kind (wrongly Hofmann adduces 1 Pet. iv. 11, Heb. 
xiii. 21, as bearing on this) ; and it would not be easy to perceive any spe- 
cial reason why Paul should have so uniquely laid stress on dca ’I. X. — The 
description of God, begun on the side of His power, in ver. 25, passes over 
at the conclusion of the doxology into the emphasizing of His wisdom, to 
which the representation of the gospel as axoxdAwuc pvornpiov . . . yrepro- 
Gévro¢ involuntarily led him in a very natural process of thought ; for so long 
as the mystery was covered by silence, the wisdom of God in its highest 
potency was not yet brought to light,—a result which took place by the 
very means of that azoxdAvic. Comp. xi. 82-34. This at the same time 
applies against Reiche, who believes uévw cogg to be unsuitable heré and to 
be taken from Jude 25 var. (the spurious addition cog@, Jude 25, as also in 
1 Tim. i. 17, has manifestly flowed from our passage). — dca ’Inood Xpiotod| 
i.e. through the appearance and the whole work of Jesus Christ. Thereby God 
caused Himself to be practically recognized as the alone wise. Comp. xi. 
33 ff. ; Eph. iii. 8 ff. Similarly, in Jude 25, dua Icot Xprorod «.7.A. is con- 
nected, not with the following défa, but with the preceding owript judy. 
Too narrowly, Fritzsche limits dca ‘I. X., in accordance with Col. ii. 3 (but 
see in loc.), to the contents of His teaching. It is precisely the facts which 
bring to light the wisdom of the divine measures in the execution of the 
plan of redemption through Christ,—the death and the resurrection and 
exaltation of Jesus (iv. 24, 25, viii. 384, et al.),—that form the sum and sub- 
stance of the conception of our dca ’Iycod Xpiorov. — 4] In the lively pressure 


1 Comp. Plato, Phaedr. p. 278 D; Diog. baum, ad Plat. Phaedr. pp. 238 A, 863 A; 
Laert. i. 12; Philo, demigr. Abr. I. p. 457, 4. comp. on Acts i, 2. 
* Schaefer, App. ad Dem. TY. p. 462; Stall- 
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of the great intermediate thoughts connected with the mention of the gos- 
pel, vy. 24, 25, the syntactic connection has escaped the apostle. Not tak- 
ing note that 76 dé duvauévy and the resumptive die oom Oe6 are still with- 
out their government, he adds, as though they had already received it at 
the beginning of the over-full sentence (through ydpic d2 76 dvvauér K.7.A. 
or the like), the expression—still remaining due—of the praise itself by 
means of the (critically certain) relative, so that now the above datives are 
left to stand as anacoluthie. Comp. Acts xxiv. 5, 6, and the remark thereon. 
See also Winer, p. 528 [E. T. p. 567] ; Buttmann newt. Gr. p. 252 [E. T. 293]. 
Others, indeed, think that Paul allowed himself to be induced by the inter- 
mediate thoughts to turn from the doxolgy to God at first designed, and to 
direct the tribute of praise to Christ instead, the Mediator and Revealer of 
the wisdom of God, so as thereby mediately to praise God Himself. See 
especially Philippi, also Reithmayr, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Tholuck 
(doubtfully). Such doxologies as if to God, are found addressed to Ohrist 
doubtless in Heb. xiii. 21, 2 Tim. iv. 18, Rev. i. 6, and later in Clement et 
al., but in the really apostolical writings nowhere at all (see on ix. 5) ; and 
that Paul here still, even after the intermediate observations, retained the 
idea of praising God, so that that © must accordingly be referred not to 
Christ, but to God, is quite clearly proved by the resumptive pdérw cod Ocd. 
For a formally quite similar anacoluthon' in the doxology, see Martyr. Polye. 
20 : TO dvvauévw Tavtac nude eicayayeiv év TH avTov yapiTt K. dwpEed Eig THY aldviov 
avtov Bacthsiay dia Tob radd¢ av’Tov povoyevovc ’Inood Xpiotov, @ 7 S6Ea, Tup7, 
KpaToc, weyadwoivy sic aivac. —7 d6£a] sc. ein, not éori,.according to 1 Pet. 
iv. 11 (Hofmann), where the connection is different and éorvy must be writ- 
ten (Lachm.), and its emphasis is to be noted. The article designates the be- 
Jitting honour, as in xi. 36, 


Notes py AMERICAN Eprtor. 
CLV. Ver. 7. émionpoz év roi¢ arooréAotg. 


The two explanations mentioned by Meyer in his note being alike possible, it~ 
cannot be determined with certainty whether Andronicus and Junias are here 
called apostles ornot. As we have no mention of them elsewhere, however, and 
as the title of apostle, when applied to others than the Twelve, was apparently 
limited to a very few of the leading men in the Church, such as Barnabas and 
James, the Lord’s brother, it seems probable that the interpretation which 
Meyer gives to the words should be adopted. If the two were “apostles,” 
the person whose name in the accusative is Iovviay could not have been a 
woman, as there is no reason to believe that a woman ever had this title. 
The nominative must, in this case, be Iovvdc.: If they were not themselves 
apostles, but were most honorably known by the apostles, the nominative cor- 
responding to ’Iovviay may he either masculine or feminine. That these two 
persons were relatives of Paul is, perhaps, not to be confidently affirmed ; but 


4 For the suggestion that in this passage simply a violent and very unsuitably devis- 
from the Martyr. Polyc. ré dSuvaz.. isdepend- ed eyasion. Dressel has the unbiassed and 
ent on the preceding éxAoydés (Hofmann) is correct punctuation. 
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from the word that is used, it would seem not improbable that this was the 
fact. ’ 


CLVI. Ver. 17. rovdc tac dtyootaciag . . . . motovvTac. 


There are two noticeable points connected with these words and those 
which surround them, which may have an important bearing on the true 
understanding of the passage. (1) The articles with dvyooraciac and cxavduia, 
the addition to those words of rapa tAv diayyv K.7.A., and the words in ver. 18 
descriptive of the persons alluded to, indicate that Paul has in mind op- 
posers of his doctrine. This being the case, and the date of the Epistle being 
near to the dates of those addressed to the Galatians and Corinthians, it 
must be regarded as probable that the references in all the letters are to 
teachers and adversaries of the same general class. The question may be 
raised, however, whether the words of ver. 18 do not appear more character- 
istic of such adversaries as they were a few years later ; and if such is the fact, 
this verse may have some relation to the time of the writing of the present 
chapter as compared with the rest of the Epistle. See, however, Meyer’s notes 
on vv. 17-20. (2) The fact that the whole subject of such adversaries and 
their influence is passed over with so brief a reference shows that they could 
not have, as yet, wrought any considerable evil in the Roman church. Meyer 
thinks, and this may be the correct view, that they had not yet actually 
appeared at Rome. It was not unnatural that tendencies of this sort should 
have manifested themselves in some small beginnings, or, if they had not, that 
the Apostle should have apprehended their existence and evil effects in the 
future. The presence of such an-exhortation in the chapter is not inconsistent 
with the Pauline authorship of it. 


CLVII. Ver. 25 ff. ro dé duvauévg bude ornpigat k.7.A. 


This final doxology is Pauline in its character and forms an appropriate close 
to the Epistle. It gathers into itself (as Meyer also says) some of the funda- 
mental thoughts on which the Epistle rests : that his gospel and the preach- 
ing of Jesus Christ were for the establishment and confirmation in the Chris- 
tian life of the readers, ornpigac (comp. i. 11 and note) ; that the revealed mys- 
tery was so far contained in the writifigs of the prophets that when pro- 
claimed now, it could be made manifest by their means ; that the end of the 
preaching and the revelation, as related to the apostolic mission assigned to 
him, was obedience to faith among the Gentiles ; that the whole plan and its 
outworking belonged to the marvellous wisdom of the one God. But these 
thoughts are wrought into a single truly characteristic Pauline sentence—ex- 
pressing praise to God, and, at the same time, showing the desire of his heart 


that God would strengthen the Roman church in the truth and in the true way 
of living. 


ee AL SN) EEXe 


A, 


ABRAHAM, justified by faith, 152, 172 ; 
according to the flesh, 152-175; 
the promise unto, 162, 177; his 
promise of fatherhood, 166; an ex- 
ample of faith, 168-178 ; receiving 
righteousness, 172; his descendants, 
366 seq. 

Adam, and sin, 193 seq.; death 
gow 198 seq.; created mortal, 

02. 

Adiaphora, The Law of, 522, 530. 

Adoption, 315 ; waiting for the, 329. 

Adultery, 261. 

Analogy of faith, 472, 484. 

Ananias, 4. 

Anathema, 357 seq. 

Andronicus, 567 seq., 581. 

Animal worship, 62. 

Apostleship, 37, 74, 581. 

Apostolic salutation, 29. 

Aquila, 565 seq. 

Asceticism, Jewish, 505 seq. 

Assurance, of salvation, 180; of son- 
ship, 316. 

Atonement of Christ, 134-141; for 
our sins, 172; for the ungodly, 
185-190 ; its ethical result, 230, 

Authorship of Chapters xv. and xvi., 
532 seq. 

18}, 


Baal, 428 seq. 

Baptism, into Christ’s death, 230 seq., 
252. 

Barbarians, The, 46. 

Barnabas, 5; his controversy with 
Paul, 7. 

Benevolence, Apostolic, 5 ; in Provi- 
dence, 333 ; to the poor, 555 seq. 
Blessings, implored, 544, 557, 578, 

575. 
Blood of Christ, The, 137 ; atones, 190. 
Boasting in vain, 141, 149. 
Body, The human, 310 seq.; sanctifi- 
cation of, 467 seq., 482. 
Brotherly Love, 476. 


C. 
Called of Christ, 39; as Christians, 
40 ; of God, 335. 


Calvin, and the decrees, 393 seq. 

Capital Punishment, 501. 

Charity, the gift of, 474; to the 
brethren, 477. 

Children of God, 314 seq.; receiving 
heirship, 317, 349; in truth, 366 
seq. 

Christ, His two natures, 31, 73; the 
Holy Spirit in, 35 ; His resurrection 
from the dead, 36; thanksgiving 
through, 41; His obedience, 52 ; 
the propitiator, 134-140 ; His sacri- 
fice, 172 ; secures peace and rejoic- 
ing, 181 ; dies forthe ungodly, 185 - 
190 ; His obedience, 217, 227 ; union 
with, 233; the Deliverer, 286 seq., 
296 ; frees from condemnation, 299 
seq., 345; His person and nature, 
301 seq.; and His heirs, 317, 349 ; 
Divinity of, 360 seq., 396 seq.; 
the corner-stone, 393; the end of 
the law, 405, 421; descent into 
Hades, 410; as Lerd, 411, 423; the 
head, 471 ; the Lord and judge, 513 ; 
pleased not Himself, 538; a minister 
of the circumcised, 541; God is 
praised through, 580 seq. 

Christians, how called, 40 ; how slan- 
dered, 119 ; bound unto righteous- 
ness, 248; not under the Mosaic 
law, 257 seq.; belong to Christ, 258 
seq.; married to Christ, 261 seq., 
290 ; delivered from fear, 316, 337 ; 
heirs of Christ, 317, 349; conquering 
through Christ, 343; inseparable 
from Christ, 343 seq.; their mutual 
relations, 471; to be zealous, 476 ; 
adapting themselves in service, 477, 
485; to be charitable and hospitable, 
477 ; harmonious and self-sacrific- 
ing, 478 ; loving and forgiving, 479 
seq.; and their enemies, 481; to 
obey the civil authorities, 489 seq. ; 
to pay tribute, 492 seq.; to perform 
all duties, 493 seq.; to walk worthi- 
ly,496 seq. ; to forbear with the weak, 
507 seq., 522 seq., 537 seq.; forbid- 
den to judge one another, 510 seq., 
524 seq., 515, 519 seq. 526 ; living for 
Christ, 512 seq., 526 seq.; accounta- 
ble to God, 515 ; not to give offence, 
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515, 526 seq.; to follow after peace, | 
519; to be in harmony, 540 seq.; | 
helping one another, 555 seq.; to 
practise hospitality, 565; to be 
wise and good, 571 seq. 

Church, The, in the family, 566. 

Church Invisible, The, 103-105. 

Churches founded by Paul, 550, 553, 

Circumcision, for Christians, its bear- 
ing on the law, 101, 108; its ben- 
efits, 111, 146 ; by faith, 143 ; asign 
of the covenant, 160, 176. 

Clement, Epistle of, 19. 

Coals of fire, 481. 

Colossians, Epistle to the, 10. 

Commandments fulfilled in love, 495. 

Communism, none in Paul, 555. 

Concord, prayer for, 539;seq. 

Condemnation, through Adam, 215, 
226; none in Christ, 299 seq., 345 
seq., 339 seq., 353. 

Confession of Faith, 410 seq. 

Conscience, of the Gentiles, 92-94. 

Consecration of man to God, 470 seq., 
483. 

Contentiousness, 87. 

Conversion of Jews, 445, 448 seq., 463. 

Corinthians, First Epistle to the, 8. 

Council, Apostolic, 7. 

Creator, The, 58 ; dishonoured by the 
Gentiles, 65. 

Creation, 58 ; longing for deliverance, 
320; and the fall of man, 323; to 
be delivered, 324. 


Ds 


Death, physical, 196 seq., 222 seq., 
309 seq.; ethical, 236 seq., 253 ; re- 
leasing from sin, 253; eternal, 244 
seq., 264, 272; its power over the 
body, 311 seq., 348. 

Deaconesses, 565, 569. 

Decrees, Divine, 60, 378 seq., 393 seq. 

Desire, begotten by sin, 269 seq. 

Descent into Hades, 410. 

Destructiveness of Sin, 241. 

Determinism, 393. 

Diaconate, The, 472, 484 seq. 

Disobedience, of Adam, 216 seq. 

Divinity of Christ, 360 seq., 396 seq., 
O15. 

Divoree, 260. 

Doxology, to God in Christ, 360 seq., 
396 seq; the closing, 562 seq., 576 
seq. 


Duties, to be fulfilled, 493 seq. 


E. 
Ebionites, 506. 
Ldification, 538. 
Election, 334 seq., 352 seq., 356 seq., 


INDEX. 


365 seq., 372 seq., 378 seq., 393 seq.» 
399 seq., 429 seq., 453 seq. 

Encouragement, in the Spirit, 330 
seq. ; in God’s will, 333 

Endurance, 183. 

Enjoywents, immoral, 250. 

Enmity against God, 307. 

Epaenetus, 566 seq. 

Ephesians, Epistle to the, 10. 

Epicureanism, 572. 

Epilogue, 544, 558. 

Errorists, A warning against, 571 seq., 
582. 

Esau, and his birthright, 371 seq. 

Essenes, 506. 

Eternal Life, 86 ; the gift of God, 251 
seq. ; for righteousness’ sake, 311. 

Europe, receives the Gospel, 7. 

Eyil, to be punished, 88 ; for the sake 
of good, 119 ; to be abhorred, 475, 
485 ; overcome by good, 481, 482. 

Exegesis, true, 283, 295. 

Exhortation, The gift of, 472, 484 seq. 

Experience, 183 ; constant rule of, 282, 
294 ; and conversion, 296. 


1D. 


Faith, 25; apprehending salvation, 
38 ; obedience to, 39; as a condi- 
tion, 49, 85 ; aimed at by the gospel, 
52; begetting life, 53; securing 
righteousness, 129-141 ; alone jus- 
tifies, 142 ; imputed, 156 seq., 174 ; 
illustrated in Abraham, 168-171, 
178 ; unto righteousness, 172 ; jus- 
tifies, 180; its righteousness, 406 
seq., 421 seq. ; of the heart, 411 ; 
conditions of, 413; its measure, 
470, 483; analogy of, 472, 484; a 
weak, 507 seq., 522 seq. ; towards 
the weak brethren, 521, 530. 

Fall, The, of man, 323. 

Family Religion, 566. 

Fear, removed, 3387 seq. A 

Fellowship, social, 43; spiritual, of 
Christ, 230, 262 seq., 308, 499 seq. ; 
practical, 555 seq. ; commended, 
565. 

First-fruits, 439. 

Flesh, The, its striving, 306 ; its rule, 
313; to be crucified, 500; absti- 
nence from, 505 seq., 516 seq., 519 
seq., 527 seq. 

Forbearance with the weak, 507 seq., 
522 seq., 537 seq. 

Foreknowledge of God, 334 seq., 426 
seq., 458 seq. 

Forgiveness of sins, 133-140; pro- 
duces happiness, 158. 

Formula Concordiae, The, and origi- 
nal sin, 288 seq. 

Freedom, 73; under the law, 243, 
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254 ; from sin, 246, 264 seq.; the cry 
for, 286, 295 ; moral, 288 seq.; from 
condemnation, 299 seq., 345. 


G. 


Gaius, or Caius, 575. 

‘Galatians, Epistle to the, 8. 

Gamaliel, 2. 

Gentiles, The, 46; Paul’s relation to, 
47 ; forsaking God, 60, 78 ; are in- 
excusable, 60 ; conceited in wisdom, 
61; abandoned by God, 64, 68; 
perverting the truth, 65; worship- 
ping the creature, 66 ; their moral 
condition, 80 ; how judged, 89-94 ; 
their relation to law and conscience, 
90-93 ; called of God, 385 seq., 401, 
434 ; hear and accept the Gospel, 
420, 423 ; grafted on the theocratic 
tree, 441 seq., 460 seq.; their uni- 
versal salvation, 447, 463; should 
praise God’s mercy, 542 seq., 558; 
hope in the Messiah, 543; to be- 
lieve in the Gospel, 579, 582. 

Gifts of Grace, 338; diversity of, 471 
seq., 484. 

Glorified with Christ, 318, 336 seq., 
350 seq. 

God, Knowledge of, 57; through 
creation, 58 ; His power and divini- 
ty, 59; His punishment of immoral- 
ity, 62 ; as Judge, 94seq.; his good- 
ness despised, 83; faithfulness of, 
112 seq.; a righteous judge, 115; 
His glory, 132; justifying the be- 
liever, 140; quickening the dead, 
167 ; His great love to man, 343 seq. ; 
deals righteously, 372 seq., His sov- 
ereignty, 373 seq., 378 seq.; His rela- 
tion to man, 378 seq.; His forbear- 
ance, 380 seq.; His goodness and 
severity, 443 seq.; great mercy of, 
453 ; wisdom and knowledge of, 455 
seq., 464; the source of all, 457 ; 
the author of consolation and perse- 
verance, 539; to be glorified, 540, 
558 ; praised by the Gentiles, 542, 
seq., 558 ; His power to overcome 
Satan, 573 ; is praised, 575 seq., 580 
seq., 582. 

Gospel, The, as the power of God, 
48 ; produces faith, 52, 413 ; its joy- 
ful message, 414 ; not obeyed by all, 
414; proclaimed to the Jews, 417 
seq.; refused by them, 420, 423 ; 
proclaimed to the Gentiles, 420, 423; 
conveys a blessing, 556 ; obedience 
to the, 573; is the preaching of 
Christ, 577 seq.; to produce obedi- 
ence, 579 seq. 

Government, Civil, obedience to the, 
488 seq., 500 seq.; its divine author- 
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ityy 489 seq.; ground of obedience 
to the, 492. 

Grace, through Christ, 37 ; for special 
offices, 74 ; its outcome in man, 41 ; 
in righteousness, 157 ; assures God’s 
promise, 165; abundantly given, 
209; and the law, 219 seq., 227; 
continuance in, 229, 252 ; sovereign 
in God’s will, 373 seq.; as saving 
power, 429 seq.; may be forfeited, 
444 ; implored, 575. 


H. 


Hades, 410. 

Happiness through forgiveness, 158 ; 
upon the faithful, 159, 175 ; through 
faith, 182 ; in Christ, 298 seq. 

Harmony, commended, 478. 

Heart-belief, 411. 

Hermas, 570. 

Holiness, its fruit, 251. 

Holy Spirit, The, 35; and justifica- 
tion, 40; gifts of social fellowship, 
43 ; of love, 184; helping man, 330 
seq.; renews the mind, 469; in 
righteousness, 518. 

Homage to God, 514, 

Hope, 183, 184; saved by, 329 seq. ; 
joyful in, 477. 

Hospitality, commended, 477, 565. 

Humility, 470, 483, 478; Paul’s lan- 
guage of, 549. 


I. 


Idolatry, 60, 78. 

Idols’ temples, plundered, 100. 

Immersion, 252. 

Immorality, punished, 62; ends in 
death, 250. 

Imputation, of Righteousness, 141, 
156-158, 161, 174; through faith, 
172 ; of sin, 203. 

Infants, mortality and salvation of, 
199 seq., 224; their relation to 
Adam’s sin, 205, 209, 224. 

Innocence, pre-Mosaic, 271 seq. 

Intercession, by the Spirit, 331; by 
Christ, 341. 

Inward Man, The, 2838, 294. 

Tsaac, and his posterity, 366 seq. 

Israelites, The true, 359 seq. ; not 
cast away, 426 seq., 458 seq.; a rem- 
nant of, faithful, 428 seq., 452. 


J. 


Jacob and God’s promises, 371 seq. 

Jerusalem, The Church at, 555 seq. 

Jews, The, their expulsion from 
Rome, 18; their conduct before 
Paul, 20 ; strangers to God’s right- 
eousness, 80 ; their treatment of the 
law, 96 seq. ; their life previous to 
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the law, 266 seq.; a remnant saved, 
388 seq. ; their exclusion, self-im- 
posed, 390 seq., 402; their guilt, 
403 seq.; having zeal without 
knowledge, 404 ; and righteousness, 
404 seq. ; receive the Gospel, 417 
seq. ; reject the Gospel, 420, 423; 
their treatment of God’s prophets, 
427 seq.; hardened because of 
unbelief, 430 seq. ; as a spiritual 
tree, 441 seq., 461 seq.; as fallen, 
444; their universal conversion, 
445 séq., 453 seq., 463 seq. ; not 
cast off, 426 seq., 458 seq. ; their 
restoration, 463 seq. 

Joy, in Christ, 192, 414 ; the spirit of 
the kingdom, 518. 

Judaism, True, 103, 359 seq. ; not 
cast off, 426, 458 seq. 

Judgment Day, The, 84. 

Judgments.of God, 55 ; judicial, 82 ; 
revealed on the last day, 84, 94 ; in 
righteousness, 116 seq. ; upon the 
Jews, 432 seq. 

Judgments, self-righteous, 81. 

Junias, 567, 581. 

Justification by faith, imputative, 51 ; 
universal, 76; Paul’s argument as 
to, 77 ; by the law, 90, 126, 148 ; by 
grace, 132, 149 ; by faith alone, 142; 
assured to Abraham and to all 
Christians, 172 ; not sanctification, 
173 ; its blessedness, 180 ; its con- 


sequences, 221; the ground of 
glorification, 337. 
{Xe 


Kiss, The holy, 570 seq. 
Knowledge of sin, 268, 291 seq. 


L 


Law, The Moral, and sin, 89; and 
the Gentiles, 90 ; and the Jews, 96 
seq.; and circumcision, 101, 107, 
108 ; fulfilled in righteousness, 102 
seq. ; established through faith, 
145, 150 ; working wrath, 164, 177 ; 
its relation to sin and grace, 218 
seq., 227; the life of sin, 270 seq. ; 
is holy, 273 ; is spiritual, 272 seq. ; 
its moral excellency, 278 ; a rule of 
experience, 282, 294; the end of, 
405, 421 ; fulfilled in love, 495 seq. 

Law, The Mosaic, not binding, 258 ; 
and marriage, 260; not immoral, 
265 seq., 290; man’s relation to, 
265 seq. 

Law, Natural, 90. 

Letter, serving the, 264 seq. 

Liberty, Christian, the law of, 509 seq., 
515 seq., 520 seq., 524 seq., 526 seq., 
530 seq, 
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Life, with Christ, 237 sey. ; eternal, 
250 seq. ; pre-mundane, 271 seq. ; 
of the world, 306 seq. ; of Chris- 
tians, 307. 

Logos, The, 34. 

Long-suffering of God, 380 seq., 400 
seq., 420. 

Love, for the good, 475, 485 ; exhor- 
tation to, 494 ; the fulfilment of the 
law, 495 seq. 

Love of Christ, to the Christian, 344 


seq. 

Love of God, 184, 334 seq. ; assured 
through Christ’s death, 185; all- 
comprehensive, 343 seq. 


M. 


Mankind under sin, 120 seq., 130, 
275 seq. 

Man, unregenerate, 275 seq., 292 seq.; 
in misery, 285; his relation to 
God, 378. 

Marriage, 259, 289; how dissolved, 
260 seq. 

Mary, saluted, 567. 

Messianic Kingdom, enlarged, 435; 
to be glorified, 438 ; its fulness, 447 
seq. ; drawing near, 497 seq. ; not 
eating and drinking, 518 seq., 529 
seq. 

Messianic Sovereignty, 163 ; promises 
of, 359. 

Mind, Renewal of the, 469. 

Miracles, Apostolic, 549 seq. 

Modesty, 470, 483 seq. 

Morality, a standard of, 84; its rela- 
tion to faith, 85 ; promoted by right- 
eousness, 228 seq., 252 ; Christian, 
251 ; demanded, 305 seq. ; exhorta- 
tion to, 498 seq. 

Mortality, universal, 198 seq. 

Mosaic Law, The, not binding, 258 ; 
and marriage, 260 seq.; not im- 
moral, 265 ; man’s relation to the, 
265 seq. 

Moses and righteousness, 406 seq., 
421 seq. 

IN: 


Nature, under sin, 324 seq. ; to be 
glorified, 325. 


0. : 


Obedience, active and passive, 51; to 
God, 245 seq., 399 seq, ; to the gos- 
pel, not universal, 414 seq. ; civil, 
487 seq., 500 seq.: of Christians, 573. 

Observance of days, 511 ; of Sunday, 
511 seq., 524 seq. 

Omniscience of God, 332 seq. 

Oracles of God, 111, 146. 

Original Sin, 205-209, 288 seq. 
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lee 

Paederastia, 67. 

Pantheism, excluded, 59. 

Parousia, 451 ; drawing near, 497 seq. ; 
expected by Paul, 560. ~ 

Partisanship, 87. 

Passions, Evil, 263. 

Patience, 183 ; in hope, 330. 

Paul, his birth and parentage, 1 ; his 
names ; 72; education and occupa- 
pation, 2; Pharisaism and conver- 
sion, 3; apostolic labors, 4 ; ecstat- 
ic vision, 5; first missionary jour- 
ney, 6 ; second missionary journey, 
7; third missionary journey, 8 ; 
experience at Jerusalem, 9 ; impris- 
onment at Rome, 10; martyrdom, 
11 ; sojourn in Spain, 12 ; origin of 
this tradition, 14 ; theory of a sec- 
ond captivity, 14 ; his teaching, 23 ; 
apostleship, 29, 72; called through 
grace, 37 ; in sorrow over the Jews, 
357 ; wishes himself accursed, 358 ; 
his interest in their salvation, 403 
seq. ; glorifying his office, 436 seq., 
460 ; justifies his boldness, 545 seq. ; 
exalts his office, 546 seq., 559; 
glories in Christ, 547 seq. ; works 
miracles, 549 seq.; his preaching 
circuits, 550 seq., 560 ; as a founder 
of churches, 550, 553 ; contemplates 
ajourney to Spain, 553; asks for 
prayers, 557 ; salutes the saints, 569 
seq. ; warns against false teachers, 
571 seq., 582 ; dictates this Epistle, 
574; concludes with a Doxology, 
575 seq., 582. 

Peace, 41 ; through justification, 181 ; 
the spirit of the Kingdom, 518; im- 
plored, 557, 573. 

Perseverance, 85. 

Peter, 16 ; his arrival in Rome, 17. 

Pharaoh, as God’s instrument, 376 seq. 

Philemon, 10. 

Philippians, Epistle to the, 10. 

Phoebe, 565. 

Plan of salvation, God’s, 456 seq. 

Popes, succession of, 17 ; against the 
Scriptures, 20. 

Prayer, help in, 331; persevering in, 
477 ; for others, 557. 

Preaching, the necessity of, 413 seq. ; 
heard everywhere, 416 ; of Christ, 
the mystery revealed, 577 seq. ; to 
produce obedience, 579 seq. 

Predestination, 334 seq., 352 seq., 356 
seq., 365 seq., 399 seq., 372 seq., 
378 seq., 393 seq., 444 seq., 453 seq. 

Presumption, warned against, 440 seq., 
462. 

Pride, spiritual, warned against, 443. 


\ 
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Priscilla, 565 seq. 

Probation, after death, 85. 

Promises of God, 165, 364 seq.; faith- 
fully kept, 458 ; fulfilled in Christ, 
541; encouraging, 573. 

Prophecy, of the O. T., 52 ; fulfilled, 
387 seq., 411, 543, 551 seq., 579 seq.; 
the gift of, 472. 

Proselytes of the Gate, 102. 

Providence, benevolent, 333 seq., 352 
seq. 

Punishment of sin, 71 ; in righteous- 
ness, 115, 147. 

Punishment, temporal, 490. 


R. 


Rabbis, Jewish, and Adam’s sin, 202. 

Rebecca, and her sons, 370 seq. 

Reconciliation, through Christ’s death, 
192. 

Redemption in Christ, 133. 

Remnant, A faithful, 429 seq., 452. 

Renovation, Moral, 242, 264, 469. 

Reprobacy, 68, 430 seq. 

Resolution, The power of, 277. 

Restoration, Future, 448 seq., 463 seq. 

Resurrection, *of Christ, 232, 341; 
moral, of man, 232, 312; with Christ, 
237. 

Revenge, Personal, 
forbidden, 481. 

Revolution, the right of, 501. 

Righteousness, 25 ; not an attribute of 

God, 49; a relation of man, 50 ; 
how procured, 51; of faith and 
works, 85 ; the fulfilling of the law, 
102 seq. ; not possessed under the 
law, 122 seq.; through faith in 
‘Christ, 129-141 ; imputed, 140, 156 
seq., 174; a sign of the covenant, 
160, 176 ; through Christ’s obedi- 
ence, 219; promotes morality, 228 
seq., 252; moral, 244; obligatory 
upon Christians, 248 seq., 255 seq.; 
gives eternal life, 311, 348 ; not ac- 
complished by the Jews, 391 seq. ; 
their efforts for, 404 seq. ; as the 
end of the law in Christ, 405 seq., 
421 seq.; the essence of Christ’s 
kingdom, 518 seq., 529 seq. 

Rome, The church at, 15 ; its founder, 
15; constituent members, 18, 258 ; 
praised by Paul, 545, 573. 

Rome, The city of, 16. 

Romans, The, 46. 

Romans, Epistle to the, 9; against the 
Papacy, 20 ; occasion of, 21 ; object 
of, 22; contents of, 25; place and 
time of composition, 26 ; genuine- 
ness of, 26 ; its address, and when 
omitted, 28, 40, 


unlawful, 479 ; 
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Sabbath, The Christian, 511 seq., 524 
seq 

Beane. Self-, 467 seq., 482. 

Saints saluted, 569. 

Saintship, how produced, 40. 

Salutation, Apostolic, 29 ; 
saints, 569 ; by kissing, 570. 

Salvation, apprehended by faith, 38 ; 
its true meaning, 49 ; its universal- 
ity, 192 ; its occasioning cause, 212 
seq., 225 seq. ; through Christ, 215 ; 
by hope, 329 seq. ; made certain, 
337 seq. ; its cause in God, 374; free 
and universal, 412 ; conditions of, 
413 seq. ; to be enlarged in scope, 
437 seq., 460 seq. ; universal, 445 
seq., 463 seq. ; through God’s mer- 
ey, 453 seq.; fulness of, 455 seq., 
464; drawing near, 497 seq. ; the 
comfort of, 539. 

Sanctification, 467 seq., 482. 

Sarah, and her son, 368 seq. 

Satan, to be bruised, 573 seq. 

Scriptures, The Holy, a source of com- 
fort, 539. 

Selfishness, condemned, 538. 

Self-seeking, condemned, 478, 572. 

Servants of righteousness, 246. 

Sin, and the law, 89, 219 seq., 227 ; 
universal, 123, 130, 149 ; knowledge, 
128 ; how forgiven, 133, 140 ; none 
without law, 165 ; universal through 
Adam, 193 seq., 222 seq. ; imputed, 
203 seq. ; original, 205 seq. ; dying 
to, 229, 252; destroyed, 234 seq., 
253 ; not to reign, 239 ; its destruc- 
tiveness, 241; its wages, 251; be- 
gets desire, 269 ; dead without the 
law, 270 seq. ; its power, 274 seq.; 
active in man, 280; its bondage, 
286 ; condemned in the flesh, 303. 

Slaves, and Slavery, 73 } to immoral- 
ity, 243 seq. 

Soul-conflict, 274 seq., 292 seq. 

son Sanctification of the, 467 seq., 

Spain, 553. 

Spiritual Light, dawning, 498. 

Spirit, serving the, 264 seq. ; the law 
of the, 300; its striving, 306 ; im- 
parted, 315 ; testifying within man, 
316 ; communicated, 327. 

Stumbling-blocks, 516 seq., 526 seq., 
519 seq, 


to the 
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Suffering, for Christ’s sake, 317 seq., 
349 seq., 342 seq. ; holding out in, 
477. 


Subordination of Christ, 457. 


Ave 


Taxes, to be paid, 492 seq. 

Teaching, The gift of, 473, 484 seq. 

Tertius, 574. 

Thanksgiving, 
food, 512. 

Thessalonians, Epistle to the, 8. 

Timotheus, 574. 

Tribulation, 183. 

Trinity, The Doctrine of the, 457. 

Truth hindered by immorality, 56. 


Lee 


Unbelief of man, 112, 

Unchastity, 64, 66. 

Union with Christ, 233, 262 seq., 
471, 499 seq. 


expressed, 42; for 


147. 


VE 
Vanity, the creation subject to, 323 
seq. 
Vengeance, belongs to God, 479 seq. 
Victory, with God, 338. 
Wi 
Wickedness, universal, 122 seq. 
Will of God, The, 334 seq. ; discern- 
ed, 469. 
Will, The human, enslaved, 281. 
Wine, abstinence from, 505 seq., 516 
seq., 519 seq., 527 seq. 
Wisdom, human and false, 61. 
Word of God, The, begetting faith, 
415 ; preached everywhere, 416 seq. 
Works, 85 ; of the law, 126, 148; do 
not justify, 142, 154; not the cause 
of election, 430. 
World, The, longing for redemption, 
320 seq. 
Wrath of God, The, 54; why visited 
upon men, 57; foretold, 88; in 
righteousness, 116 ; worked by the 
law, 164, 177 ; removed, 190; W9L 5 
exhibited after long-suffering, 381 
seq., 401 seq. ; not to be hindered, 
479, 
Z. 


Zeal, without knowledge, 404 ; for the 
Christian life, 476. 
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Issued to illustrate the reform in spelling as suggested by an able 
advocate of this movement. Paper, 15 cents; cloth, 40 cents, 


Henry Ward Beecher. 


A Sketch of his Career, with analysis of his power as a 
Preacher, Lecturer, Orator, and Journalist, and incidents and 
reminiscences of his Life, By Lyman Apporr, D,D, Finely 
illustrated, 8vo, 600 pp., cloth, $3.00; sheep, $4.50; half morocco, 
6,00 ; full morocco, gilt, $7.00; memorial copy, extra fine, $10,00, 

JES Send for illustrated circular, 
The above works wil be sent, post-paid, on receipt of price. 
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Statement of his Doctrinal Beliefs and Unbeliefs before 
the Congregational Association of New York and Brooklyn, Oc- 
tober 10, 1882, Paper Io cents. 


Heroes and Holidays. 

Talks and Stories about Heroes and Holidays. Short 
illustrated lectures to Boys and Girls by twenty-one preachers in 
United States and Great Britain, Edited by Rev. W. F, Crafts, 
A.M. I2mo, 265 pp., cloth, $1.25. 


History of England. : 

A Popular History of Society and Government in Fngland 
from the Earliest period to the Present Times, By CHARLES 
KNIGHT, Tables of Contents, Index, Appendix, Notes and Let- 
terpress unabridged, 8 vols., 4to, paper, 1370 pp., $2.80; 2 vols., 
4to, cloth, $3.75; 4 vols., $4.40; I vol., sheep, $4.00; 2 vols., 
$5.00; 1 vol., Fr. im. morocco, $4.50; 2 vols., $25.50. 

This is the most complete, and in every way the most desirable 
History of England ever written. The former price of this His- 
tory was $18,00 to $25.00, 


How to Enjoy Life. 

Clergymen’s and Students’ Health; or, Physical and Mental 
Hygiene, the True Way to Enjoy Life. By W1iLLIAM MASON Cor- 
NELL, M.D, LL.D., Fellow of the Massachusetts Medical Society, 
Member of the American Medical Association, (fifth Edition), 
12mo, cloth, 360 pp., $1.00. 

Hymns for All Christians. 

Compiled by Cuarues F. Derms, D.D. LL.D., and Purse 

Cary. (fifth Edition). 12mo, cloth, 75 cents. 
In Memoriam.—Wm. Cullen Bryant. 

A Funeral Oration. By Henry W. BEeLtows, D.D. 8vo, 
paper, 10 cents, 

Is Romanism Good Enough for Romanists ? 

This is a sermon in tract form, very earnest, bristling with 
facts. It has excited already wide interest. By Justin D, FuLTon, 
D.D, Single number, 6 cents; 50 copies, $2.50 ; 100 copies, $4.00. 

Lothair. ; 

By Rt. Hon. B. DisraEti, Earl of Beaconsfield, 2 vols., 

paper, 256 pp. 50 cents; 1 vol., 8vo, cloth, $1.00. 
Lectures by Pere Hyacinthe. 

‘‘Respect for the Truth,” ‘Reformation of the Family.” 
“The Moral Crisis.’’ Translated from the French by Rev. Lzon- 
ARD WOLSEY BACON. 8vo, paper, 15 cents. 

Leech’s Reply. 

An Incisive Reply to Ingersoll’s Attack on the Bible. By 

S. V. Leecu, D. D. 8vo, paper, Io cents. 


RG The above works will be sent, post-pard, on receipt of price. 
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“My St. John.” 
A remarkable pastoral experience by James M. Lupiow, 
D.D. “A most pathetic and interesting story, which has brought 
tears from many eyes.” 32mo, 10¢.; 50 copies, $3.50; 100, $6. 


Pastor’s Record. 
For Study, Work, Appointments and Choir for one year. 
By Rev. W.T. WyLiz, 12m, paper, 50 c.; cloth, 75, leather, $1. 


Robert Raikes’ Centennial Addresses. 
Delivered at the Raikes Centennial Celebration, by Rev. 
Drs. J. P. Newman, Thos. Armitage, Rufus W. Clark, Chas. S. 
Robinson, R. S. Storrs; and others. 8vo, paper, 10 cents. 


Roek that is Higher than I. 

This is a beautiful gift book suitable at all seasons. By 

Rev. JOHN EDGAR JOHNSON. 8vo, cloth, 75 cents. 
Sartor Resartus. 

The Life and Opinions of Herr Teufelsdrockh. By 

THOMAS CARLYLE. Paper, 176 pp., 25 cents; 8vo, cloth, 60 cents. 
Standard Hymns. 

With Biographical Notes of their Authors, Compiled by 

Prof. Ep. P, THWING. I2mo, paper, 6c.; fifty or more, 5c. each. 
Talks to Boys and Girls about Jesus. 

With Bible Links to make a Complete and Chronological 
Life of Christ for the Young. Edited by Rev. W. F. Crarts. 
I2mo, 400 pp, cloth, 75 cents, illustrated, $1.50. 

Talks to Farmers. 

A new book of nineteen Addresses to Farmers. 12mo, 360 

pp., cloth, $1.00. By Rev. CHARLES H. SPURGEON. 
Traps for the Young. 

A new, thrilling, but prudent description of the author’s 
adventures with crime, and in bringing the victims to justice. A 
book for parents, divested of all improper language or representa- 
tions, By ANTHONY ComsTocx, of the Society for the Suppres- 
sion of Vice, uthor of ‘Frauds Exposed.” 12mo, cloth, $1.00. 


Wall Street in History. 


Giving the History of this Street from Colonial Times to the 
present date. By Martua J. Lamp, author of “ History of New 
York,” editor of ‘* Magazine of American History,” Copiously 
illustrated ; 4to, cloth, $2.00. 


What our Girls Ought to Know. 


A book of practical hygiene for girls, containing excellent 
advice and va'uable information. The author was a physician 
of large practice; a graduate, resident physician and teacher of 
Natural Sciences, in the Mass. State Normal School; graduate of 
the Woman’s Medical] College, New York. t2mo, 261 pp-,cloth, $1 

Rae The above works will be sent, post paid, on receipt of price. : 
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The Standard Sevies. 


Best Beoks for a Trifle, printed in readable type, on fair paper, and in manilla, 
wholly without abridgment except Nos. 6-7, 9-10. All Books with star (*) (15 


vols.) are also bound one volume, cloth, $3.50. 


1s 


also bound separately in cloth. See prices elsewhere. 
No Price. 


*1, John Ploughman’s Talk. C.. 
H. Spurgeon. Carlyle on 
Choice of Books. 4to. 

*2, Manliness of Christ. Thomas 
HUGhGs: cATOS stents) ta he 

8. Essays. Lord Macaulay. 4to. 
4, Light of Asia. E. Arnold. 4to. 
*5, Imitation of Christ. Thomas 


a& Kempis. 4to...... oe 
*6,-7. Life of Christ. Canon Far- 
rar. 4to. 


8. Eesays. Thomas Carlyle. 4to. 
*9.10. Life and Work of St. Paul. 
Canon Farrar. 4to, botn.... 
*11. Self -Culture. Prof. J. 8. 
Blackie. 400) coycces ee cies 
712-19. Knight's Popular History 
of England. 4to, both 
*20-21. Ruskin’s Letters to Work- 
men and Laborers. 4to both. 
22.Idyls of the King. Alfred 
Tennyson. 4tO .— -s.sccseee 

23. Life of Rowland Hill. 
V.J. Charlesworth. 4to ... 


24.Town Geology. Charles 
Kangstey.) Atl Ca. nat secs ee 
25. Alfred the Great. Thos. 
HUMOR AGO. ci Va essees os 
26. Outdoor Life in Europe, Rev, 
Heh PH wilgs, vAtO les caivece an 
27. Calamities of Authors. I. D’- 
Wsrachine 4bOcmacect aecsinses a4 
28. Salon of Madame Necker. 
(Partelt | AtOtcies ctitesesies 
29. Ethics of the Dust. John 
BOUGEIHS 260s vise vee 90.c5500 


30-31. Memories of My Exile. 
Louis Kossuth. 4to........ 
#392. Mister Horn and His Friends, 


Illustrated. 4to ........... 
33-34. Orations of Demosthenes. 
PUOce eens) cies cscs ehareiajsin a's 4 
35. Frondes Agrestes. John Rus- 
Feist AOS atigorts = + > sakteeale 
36. Joan of Arc. Alphonse de 
Lamartine. 4to............ 


37. Thoughts of M, Aurelius An- 


BOBINUWS. 400 svc cieic=sinvwia'siein' 
v8 Salon of Madame Necker. 


Part 11. 4to....-...... setee 
39. The Hermits. Chas. Kings- 
eye. COE sodncegabcacosecade 


*40, John Ploughman’s Pictures. 
C. H. Spurgeon. 4to........ 
*41, Pulpit Table- Talk. Dean 
Ramsay. 400) ...<2..2.% seers 
¥42, Bible and Newspaper. CO. H. 
Spurgeon, 4to...... wetetertelara 
*48, Lacon. Rev. C. Colton. 4 


Both $0 12 


15 
20 


4a Books with dagger (+) are 


No. Price. 
44 Goldsmith’s Citizen of the 
Worle eA tOlyeuiccecen omen 0 20 
45. America Revisited. George 
Augustus Sala, 4to........ 20 
46. Life of C. H. Spurgeon. 8yo 20 
47. John Calvin. M. Guizot. 4to 15 
448-49 Dickens’ Christmas Books. 
difwstrabedsn SVO\ meen ccc 50 
50. Shairp’s Culture and Re- 
LITON EC OV On eieciisatsictiales: sine 15 
751-52. Godet’s Commentary on 
Luke. Ed. by Dr. John Hall. 
8vo, 2 parts, both....... ... 2 00 
753. Diary of a Minister’s Wife. 
Parts Ly wvOrseeie cee a6 15 
754-57. Van Doren’s Suggestiy 
Commentary on Luke. New 
edition, enlarged. 8vo...... 3 00 
758. Diary of a Minister's Wife. 
Part, ES VSVO™ cc ace. Seieisiae 15 
59.The Nutritive Cure. Dr. 
Robert Walter. 8yo........ 15 
760. Sartor Resartus. Thomas 
Carlyle sr TAto we oe sewe tc 25 
761-62. Lothair. Lord Beacons- 
HOld, 1 BVO les vekcbacs aeteis eae 50 
63.The Persian Quee and 
Other Pictures of Truth. Rey. 
BY. Pi Ph wing, (80%... 0.0.00 10 
64. 8alon of Madame Necker. 
Part Tile, -£bONecea neces ee 15 
765-66. The Popular History of 
English Bible Translation. 
H.P. Conant. 8vo. both.... 50 
67. Ingersoll Answered. Joseph 
Parker, Di D, (SVOn.e<s ae 15 
768-69, Studies in Mark. D. C. 
Hughes. 8vo.in two parts.. 60 
70. Job’s Comftorter’s. A Reli- 
gious Satire. Joseph Parker, 
D.D. (London,) 16mo ..... 10 
771. Reviser’s English. G. Wash- 
ington Moon, F.R.S.L.12mo 20 
$72. The Conversion of Children 
Rey. Ed. P Hammond, 12mo 30 
73. New Testament Helps. Rey. 
Wow: Crafte. Sy0s sci asccie 20 
74. Opium—England’s Coercive 
Policy. Rev. J. Liggins. 8vo. 10 
+75. Blood of Jesus, Rev. Wm. A, 
Reid, With introduction by 
E.P. Hammond. 12mo.... .10 
76, Lesson in the Closet. Chas, 
F. Deems, D.D. 12mo..... 20 
777-78, Heroes and Holidays. 
Rey, W. F. Crafts. 12mo, 2 
HOUR. OUN ae aristeleteraterel= aiieatieie 30 
79. Reminiscences of Rev. Ly- 
man Beecher, D.D. 8vo.... 10 


BGP The above works will be sent, post paid, on receipt of. ‘price. 
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The Standard Library, 1883. 


Previous Numbers (1-79) of this Library are known as STANDARD SERIES. 


The set(26 books), paper, $5.00; cheap cloth, $10.00; fine cloth, extra paper, 
$76.00. 26 adjustable covers, with name of each book on back 
(/or paper edition), $2.75 ; single cover, 1 5¢. 
RG All books of this series are 12mo in size. 


80. 


81. 


85. 


86. 


Oliver Cromwell. His Life, 
Times, Battlefields and Con- 
temporaries. By PAXTON 
Hoop, author of ‘* Christmas 
Evans,’ etc. Paper, 25 cents, 
cloth, $1.00. 


Science in Short Chapters. 
By W. Matriev WILLIAMS, 
F.R.A.S. Author of ‘‘ Fuel 
of the Sun,” etc. A leading 
scientist in England. 312 pp. 
Paper, 25 cents, cloth, $1.00. 


American Humorists. By 
Rev. H.R. Haweis, M.A. A 
distinguished clergyman of 
London. Author of ‘‘ Music 
and Morals, etc. 192 pp. 
Paper, 15 cents, fine cloth,75c. 


Lives of Illustrious Shoe- 
makers, By WILLIAM ED- 
WARD LINKS. A book of 
sSoelfetielp. zoo. ppssiba= 
per, 25 cents, fine cloth, $1.00. 


Flotsam and Jetsam. A 
Yachtsman’s Experiences at 
Sea ana Ashore. By THos. 
GIBSON BowLes, Master Ma- 
rine. 276 pp. Paper, 25 
cents, fine cloth, $1 oo. 

Highways of Literature. 


Or What to Read and How 
to Read. By DAviD PRYDE, 


MaA., lilacs seAuthor sor 
‘Great Men of European 
History,” etc. 168 pp. Pa- 


per, 15 cents, fine cloth, 75ce. 


Colin Clout’s Calendar. 
The Record of a Summer— 
April to October. By GRANT 
ALLEN, author of ‘ Vignettes 


87. 


<o 
S 


91 


of Nature,” etc. 235 pp. 
Paper, 25 cents, cloth,$1.00. 


The Essays of George 
Eliot. Collected and Ar- 
ranged, with an Introduction 
to her “‘ Analysis of Motives.”’ 
By NATHAN SHEPPARD, au- 
thor of ‘Readings from 
George Eliot,” etc. Paper, 
25 cents, fine cloth, $1.00. 


Charlotte Bronte. An 
Hour with Charlotte Bronté ; 
or, Flowers from a Yorkshire 
Moor. By Laura C. Ho.- 
LOWAY, author of ‘*‘ Mothers 
of Great Men and Women,” 
etc. 156 pp. Paper, 15 cents; 
fine cloth, with steel engraving 
of Charlotte Bronté, 75 cents. 


Sam Hobart. The Loco- 
motive Engineer. A  work- 
ingman’s Solution of the 
Labor Problem. By JUSTIN 
D. Futon, D.D, 255 pp. 
Paper, 25 cents, cloth, $1.00. 


Successful Men of To-Day, 
and what they Say of Success. 
Based on facts and opinions 
gathered from Five Hundred 
Prominent Men. By Rev. 
WI LzBuR F. Crarts, A.M. A 
Book of Self Help. 276 pp. 
Paper, 25 cents, cloth, $1.00. 


Nature Studies. By Grant 
ALLEN, ANDREW WILSON, 
THOMAS FOSTER, EDWARD 
CLoob and RICHARD A, 
Proctor, A sterling vol- 
ume. 264 pp. Paper, 25 
cents, fine cloth, $1.00, 


Rae The ubove works will be sent, post-paid, on receipt of price. 
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92. India: What can it Teach 

. Us? A course of lectures de- 
livered before the University 
of Cambridge. By F. Max 
Miter, K.M. With an In- 
troduction and Notes by 
Prof. Alexander Wilder, M.D. 
288 pp. Paper, 25 cents, fine 
cloth, $1.00. 

93. A Winter in India. By 
Rt. Hon. W. E. Baxter, 
M.P. A fascinating story of 
a journey through India. 
With map. 154 pp. Paper, 
15 cents, fine cloth, 75 cents. 


Scottish Characteristics. 
By PAxTon Hoop, Author of 
** Oliver Cromwell,” “ Christ- 
mas Evans,’’ etc. 315 pp. 
Paper, 25 cents, fine cloth, 
$1.00. 


Histcrical 


94. 


and Other 
Sketches. By JAMES AN- 
THONY FrRoupDE. Edited with 
an Introduction by David H. 


95 


Wkeeler, LL.D. 288 pp. 
Paper, 25 cents, fine cloth, 
$1.00. 

96. Jewish Artisan Life in 
the Time of Jesus. By Prof. 
FRANZ DELITSCH. Trans- 


lated from the latest German 
edition, by Bernhard Pick, 
Ph.D. Paper, 15 cents, fine 
cloth, 75 cents. 

Scientific Sophisms, A re~ 
view of current Theories, con- 
cerning Atoms, Apes and 
Men. By SAMUEL WAIN- 
WRIGHT, D.D., author of 
“‘Christian Certaintv,” etc. 
Paper, 25 cents, fine cloth, 
$1.00. 

Illustrations and Medita- 
tions; or, Flowers from a 
Puritan’s Garden, distilled 
and dispensed by C. H. Spur- 
GEON. Paper, 25 cents, fine 
cloth, $1.00. 


97 


98. 


99. French Celebrities. Part 
I, Brief Biographies of Mar 
shal De MacMahon, Leon 
Gambetta, Jules Grévy, Louis 
Blanc, Charles De Freycinet, 
Victor Hugo, Ferdinand De 
Lesseps. By ERNEST DaAu- 
DET, and others. Paper, 15 
cents, fine cloth, 75 cents. 


100. By-Ways of Literature. 
Or Essays on Old Things and 
New, in the Customs, Educa- 
tion, Character, Literature, 
and Language of the English- 
speaking People. By Davip 
H. WHEELER, LL.D. Paper, 
25 cents, fine cloth, $1.00. 


101. Martin Luther. His Life 
and Times. By Dr. WILLIAM 
REIN, EHisenach, Germany. 
Based upon Késtlin’s ‘Life 
of Luther.”” Translated. Pa- 
per, 25 cents, cloth, $1.00. 


102. French Celebrities. Part 
Il. Brief Biographies of 
Jules Ferry, George Clemen- 
ceau, Ernest Renan, Henri 
Rochefort, Challemel, Lacour, 
Jules Simon, Erckman-Chat- 
rian, Paul Bert, and Alphonse 
Daudet. By JuLEsCLARETIE, 
and others. Paper, 15 cents, 
fine cloth, 75 cents. 


103. Christmas in a Palace. 
A traveter’s story by Ep- 
WARD EVERETT HALE, I2mo. 
Paper, 25 cents, fine cloth, 
$1.00; Holiday edition, cloth, 
$1.00. 


104, With the Poets. A selec- 
tion of English poetry. By 
CANON FARRAR. Paper, 25 
cents, cloth, $1.00. 


105, The Life of Zwingli. The 
Swiss Reformer. y JEAN 
Gros. Translated. Paper 
25 cents, cloth, $1.00, 


Bae The above works wilh Le sent, post paid, on receipt of price. 


16 


PUBLICATIONS OF FUNK & WAGNALLS, NEW YORK. 


Che Standard 


Pibrary, 1285. 


ISSUED BI-WEEKLY. 


Set, 26 Books in Paper, $5; Adjustable Covers (26) with name of 


each book on back, $2.75. 


Set, 26 Books, in cheap Cloth, 


$10. Set, 26 Books, fine Cloth, extra paper, $16. 


Announcement. 


z. The Standard Library, 1884 
Series, will contain 26 books, one 
to be wssued every two weeks, The 
paper, binding, etc., will be the 
same as ‘+1883 Series.” 

2. Some nine of the books will be 
fiction, by many of the ablest of our 
writers; the other books will be, 
also, all new—not heretofore pub- 
lished in America, 

3. Each book will be 12mo in 
size, with clear type, good paper, 


and bound in signatures (not inset), 
the same as croth books are bound, 


4. The books will be bound in 
heavy cover paper, with artistic de- 
sign printed in two colors, making 
the book an ornament for any par- 
lor table. 


5. The books will stand erect on 
the Library shelf .the same as a 
cloth-bound book. THE TITLE 
will be PRINTED ON THE BACK, 
also on the side. 


PRICES:—Paper, 1I5c. and 25c. per volume; cloth, 75c. and $t.o0. 
Subscription (26 Books), paper, $5.00; cloth, $16.00. 


PES Send for “ Standard Library” Catalogue. 


106. Story of the Merv. Epi- 
tomized from the ‘* Merv 
Oasis,” by the author, Ep- 
MOND O’DONOVAN. A story 
of travel in Central Asia. 
I2mo, paper, 25 cents; fine 
cloth, $1.00, 

107. Mumu and the Diary of 
a Superflueus Man. Two 
Novels. By Ivan TURGE- 
NIEFF. Translated from the 
Russian, I2mo, paper, 15 
cents; fine cloth, 75 cents. 


108. Memorie and Rime. A 
story of Western Life, sketches 
of travel in Europe, and va- 
rious poems. By JOAQUIN 
MILLER. I2mo, paper, 25 
cents ; cloth, $1.00, 


109. Christianity Triumphant. 
Its defensive and aggressive 
victories. By J. P. NEWMAN, 
D.D. 1I2mo, paper, 15 cents; 
fine cloth, 75 cents, 


NEW BOOKS BY 


JULIAN HAWTHORNE, 
JOAQUIN MILLER, 
GEORGE P. LATHROP, 


EDWARD EVERETT HALE, 
JOHN HARBERTON, 
Capt. ROLAND COFFIN, 


Etc., Etc, 
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Meyer, Heinrich August Wilhelm, 1800-18 | 
Critical and exegetical hand-book to th gl 


THEOLOGY LIBRARY 
SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY AT CLAREMONT 
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